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ABSTRACT
This dissertation presents a new framework for the application of Vygotsky’s Sociocultural
Theory (SCT) in the second language (L2) classroom called Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment
(C-DA). C-DA is a melding of Collaborative Learning (CL), Dynamic Assessment (DA), and
Group Evaluation (GE) in all aspects of L2 instruction and assessment. A study was conducted
with 64 university students in an intermediate Spanish classroom to determine if the application
of C-DA would lower Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA). Horwitz’ (1986) Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) was administered to the participants at the
beginning of the course and then again at the end of the course after the implementation of CDA. Pair-wise t-tests were performed to measure any change in anxiety with the implementation
of C-DA in the classroom. Of the 64 participants, 19 demonstrated a significant decrease in
anxiety and 5 demonstrated a significant increase. Additionally, semi-structured interviews were
conducted with focus-students selected from the sample to explore student perception of the
implementation of C-DA. In addition to student perceptions of both negative and positive
impacts of C-DA on FLCA, unfavorable interview responses included the lack of lectures, social
and grouping concerns, inequity of grades and free loading, and a lack of time to complete work.
The favorable responses included a feeling of solidarity between students, the impression that
DA is a better indication of what students can do, an increase in learning, a positive response to
help from the instructor, and a general feeling that all have something to offer.
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EPIGRAPH
He told me that it was not nice to be happy of others misfortunes, that only selfish people
enjoyed it. He went on saying that I should always try to help those who need it, and its
only for those who help others that the life is rewarding and brings true joy.
--Gita Vygodskaya about her father
Lev with Gita
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Chapter 1: Why Vygotsky?
During the second semester of my doctoral studies, I took a course on Lev Vygotsky’s
Sociocultural Theory (SCT). At that time, I had a very superficial exposure to SCT from my
instructional theory course and was hoping to gain a better understanding of the application of
Vygotsky’s theory in the field of second language (L2) acquisition. Prior to our second meeting
as a class, the instructor assigned an optional reading of a talk given by Vygotsky’s daughter,
Gita Vygodskaya, in 1994. In this talk, Vygodskaya shared some personal stories about her
father and their family. She described her father as a good student who learned easily; however,
notwithstanding the innate abilities he demonstrated in school, he was always willing to help his
friends in their understanding of academic matters.
Toward the end of her talk, she shared a personal story of when she was a young girl.
One day at school, after she had done quite well on a test, she returned home looking forward to
sharing her success with her father. When he came home, she eagerly described to him how well
she had done, adding with pleasure that she had not allowed the girl sitting next to her to copy
her work and therefore received a higher mark than this other girl. Expecting her father to be
pleased, she was surprised when he looked disappointed. She questioned if he had understood
that she had done so well. In her own words, she explained:
After a short silence he began to speak, slowly and deliberately so I would remember
everything he said. He told me that it was not nice to be happy of others’ misfortunes,
that only selfish people enjoyed it. He went on saying that I should always try to help
those who need it, and it’s only for those who help others that the life is rewarding and
brings true joy. (Vygodskaya, 1994, p. 7)
He then offered his daughter a solution saying that she should ask her classmate what she had not
understood and try and explain it to her. If she was not able to do so, he would help her. He then
added, “But here is the most important thing. You must do all this so your friend be sure you
1

really want to help her, and really mean her well, and so it would not be unpleasant for her to
accept your help” (p. 7).
It was when I read this that I knew Lev Vygotsky could help me transform and become a
better teacher. The next day, determined to follow the council of this wise father, I changed the
test I had planned to give in my beginning Spanish class to contain a collaborative portion, which
would allow my students to work together and therefore help each other learn. These tender
words of a daughter and wise counsel of her father had planted the seed for my dissertation
research.
1.1 Introduction and Background
The narrative laid forth in this dissertation represents the journey I undertook as a
graduate student. Because of the changes Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory inspired in my praxis
as a L2 instructor, his writings take a prominent role in this work. Therefore, the introductory
chapter of the present study includes an introduction to Lev Vygotsky and his current place in L2
acquisition. This chapter will additionally present the evolution of Collaborative-Dynamic
Assessment (C-DA), a Sociocultural approach to learning and instruction.
1.1.1 Who was Lev Vygotsky?
Lev S. Vygotsky was born on November 5, 1896 in pre-Revolution Russia to an educated
Jewish family. He was raised in Gomel, a city in what is now Belorussia about 400 miles west of
Moscow. Vygotsky aspired to be a teacher, but that pathway was not available to Jews in Russia
at the time. He was selected by a form of lottery to attend Moscow University where he started a
study of medicine. While at Moscow University, he also attended a non-degree granting Jewish
public university, Shanavskyi Moscow City People’s University. It was here that he developed
an interest in psychology. In his own words, “[W]hile still at the university, I started a study of
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psychology and continued through all subsequent years. Since then I did not interrupt my studies
in this field” (Vygodskaya, 1994, p. 3).
Toward the end of 1917, the year of the Russian Revolution, Vygotsky returned to Gomel
where he cared for his younger brothers and his mother who were suffering from typhoid fever
and tuberculosis. After Russian rule was reestablished, Vygotsky began to teach literature,
aesthetics, philosophy, and Russian language at a vocational school and was soon promoted to be
the Head of Art and Aesthetic Education in Gomel. In 1924 at the All-Union Congress on
Psychoneurology in St. Petersburg, Vygotsky, a relatively unknown researcher at the time,
presented three reports and was subsequently invited to join the staff at the Moscow Institute of
Experimental Psychology. Here, his collaboration with Alexandria Luria and Alexei Leontiev,
who came to be known as “Troika” or threesome, had its beginnings with Vygotsky, age 27, as
their acknowledged leader.
These men and others belonging to the Vygotsky Circle would spend the next years
working on a Marxist theory of human cultural and biosocial development. Vygotsky was to live
only ten more years, dying prematurely at the age of 37 from tuberculosis. He never completed
his quest of developing a new psychological theory. On his deathbed, he wrote:
This is the final thing I have done in psychology—and I will like Moses die at the
summit, having glimpsed the promised land without setting foot on it. Farewell, dear
creations. The rest is silence. (From Vygotsky’s last private notebook entry as cited in
Yasnitsky, 2010 p. 58)
After his death in 1936, Vygotsky’s work was banned in the USSR without having
gained much prominence in the West. In 1953 with the death of Stalin, the ban on Vygotsky’s
work was lifted, but it was not until 1962 with the publication of the translation to English of
Thought and Language (Russian title: Mysl' i iazyk) that Vygotsky’s work became available in
the West. Since that time, it has continued to gain importance in the fields of psychology, child
3

development, and instructional theory. His theoretical framework is known by a variety of names
including social development theory, cultural-historical psychology, theory of cognitive
development; but in this paper, I follow the lead of James Wertsch, Alex Kozulin, and James
Lantolf and will refer to it as Sociocultural Theory (SCT).
1.1.2 My personal discovery of SCT
For approximately 25 years prior to my exposure to Lev S. Vygotsky’s instructional
theory, I worked at the university level, at the elementary school level, and as a private tutor as
an L2 instructor of Spanish and English as a Second Language (ESL). In my time as a language
instructor, I developed skills and honed my methods of teaching and experienced many successes
as well as a few failures as a facilitator of L2 acquisition. While pursuing my Master’s degree, I
worked closely with Dr. Victoria Rodrigo, a former graduate student of Stephen Krashen, who
introduced me to Krashen’s Language Acquisition Theory (Krashen, 1982). I recognized the
utility of his input hypothesis and altered my teaching by adding more elements of input
including Narrow Listening (Krashen, 1996; Rodrigo 2004) and implementing Extensive
Reading (Rodrigo, et al., 2007). I was also intrigued by Krashen’s affective filter hypothesis,
which posits that a number of non-linguistic, affective variables play a facilitative role in L2
acquisition including motivation, self-confidence, anxiety and personality traits (Krashen, 1982).
I had seen, firsthand the negative impact of boredom, nervousness, anxiety, and resistance to
change on L2 learners. However, it seemed to me that as an instructor, aside from showing
enthusiasm for the subject matter and demonstrating to my students that I wished to help them be
successful in learning the L2, there was little at my disposal to assist them in overcoming the
barriers associated with these affective variables.
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Before taking the aforementioned course on Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, I had
received a cursory introduction to his instructional theory during the first semester of my
doctoral course work. That was when I first learned about the Zone of Proximal Development
(ZPD). In a student presentation on Vygotsky, the ZPD was compared (erroneously I believe) to
Krashen’s i +1 input hypothesis and I was first exposed to the idea of scaffolding. In this brief
introduction to Vygotskian Theory, the application to L2 acquisition seemed clear and obvious as
his theory was focused on language and culture, but in my mind, the connection was so obvious
that it seemed uninteresting. In this early quest for my own identifying instructional theory, I
tried to make other theories relevant and fit my established (but ever evolving) teaching
philosophy. In Instructional Theory, as we studied Paulo Freire’s Critical Pedagogy (Freire,
1968), I found his writing fascinating and intriguing. As a L2 Spanish teacher, I saw potential of
using his theory to empower my students to make changes in the societies associated with the
new language they were learning.
During this time of discovery, the writings of Albert Bandura also seemed to speak to me.
His social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1988) with its emphasis on social interactions aligned well
with much of my personal teaching philosophy. I could see how Bandura’s definition of selfefficacy could be applied to the field of L2 acquisition. Although I had difficulty fully embracing
the behaviorist elements of Bandura’s theory, I saw clear ways in which I could adopt and
ultimately adapt his ideas to my practice.
Then I would find myself wondering if Gestalt (Wertheimer, 1938) was not the theory for
me. As a teacher, I had always attempted to expose my students to more than the mechanics of
the language. I recognized that language and culture are inseparable parts of the same whole and
that language extends much beyond the walls of the L2 classroom. All this time, Vygotsky sat
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patiently on the shelf of my mind, waiting and wondering when I would discover the connection
I would eventually make with his theory.
For the final project of my Instructional Theory course, I had decided to write up the
details of a workshop I would be presenting at the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages (ACTFL) meetings later in the year about using critical thinking to examine authentic
cultural artifacts in the L2 classroom (McClellan, 2018). After much thought and inner turmoil, I
finally wrote up my final project for my Instructional Theory course using Paulo Freire’s Critical
Theory as my guiding philosophy. Although some of my reasoning felt stretched and awkward, I
was convinced that I had chosen the right theory for me and for my project.
Fortunately, the instructor of the course, in her wisdom and experience, gently questioned
my selection. She made it clear that I could choose to stay on the path I had chosen, but also
expressed that I should take another, closer look at Lev Vygotsky. Even after this prodding, I
found myself set on applying Critical Theory to my final project. In my own words, this is what I
then experienced:
I felt secure in this theoretical approach to my workshop session until I woke up at 2:00
a.m. on May 8 dreaming about Lev Vygotsky and I knew I had to revisit his ideas.
Although I had manipulated the ideas of Critical Theory to support my claims and
program, I recognized that I had clearly missed the mark, and that I was probably headed
in the wrong direction. I started my recall of the tenets of Socioculturalism. Vygotsky’s
quote that “we become ourselves through others” (1991, p. 39) rang not only true, but
completely relevant to [the] workshop session [I was preparing]. So at this, the eleventh
hour, I went back to my notes and readings. (Personal memo, May 10, 2018)
That day, I (re)studied what Vygotsky had written about culture, about language, about
mediation, and Vygotsky’s exploration of social, private, and inner speech. I revisited his ZPD.
With a still very limited understanding of Vygotsky, I did my best to sum up how I could use his
work in my work as a second language educator. I wrote:
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Just as language is learned in a social setting, so is culture. However, for social settings to
have the greatest impact on learning language or culture, an instructor, a teacher or a
facilitator can be trained to ask the right questions, steer the conversation, and scaffold
the learning. With the issue at hand, an effective intercultural language teacher does not
need to have a vast amount of knowledge about other countries and cultures, but instead
needs to have skills in promoting an atmosphere in the classroom that allows everyone to
take risks in their thinking and feeling. A language instructor can help students acquire
the skills of critical analysis of prejudice and stereotypes. (Personal memo, May 10,
2018)
Finding myself a nearly converted ‘Vygotskianite,’ the next semester, I signed up to take the
Vygotsky course that I mentioned earlier, and when I read the words of his daughter, Gita, there
was no turning back. During that course, I found that I loved learning about Vygotsky as a man
and I read all I could find about him. I loved learning about those that were included in the
Vygotsky Circle and would picture myself sitting in on those meetings, but most of all, I loved
his writings. As I read his words, I found that my teaching philosophy crystalized and through
application of his teachings in my classroom, my craft as a teacher evolved. While taking the
Vygotsky class, I wrote the following:
As a foreign language instructor, I have always done a great deal of pairing and grouping
in my classes, but I see it in a new light now because of Vygotsky… [T]his semester, I
have implemented some communal testing strategies that are definitely paying off. I have
always said that my goal as a teacher is NOT to fail students, but to help them LEARN.
Nonetheless, when test day rolls around, I have always thought that tests had to be
individual. My philosophy regarding testing has shifted this semester, and I feel my
students’ language acquisition has been enhanced as a result. I have worried much less
about what each individual student can produce without ANY assistance and have
worried more about what my students are learning and developing on test day. I was
afraid that the results of including a community element on tests would skew my grades,
but the opposite has been true. Instead of being confused by my test curves, I have found
that [my students’ test scores] have followed a much more logical bell shape and that
everyone has benefitted and learned from the tests. That alone has made this course [on
Vygotsky] well worth my time. (Personal memo, October 16, 2018)
Thus, my conversion to SCT as a self-identifying Vygotskianite had its beginnings. This
dissertation will explore the evolution of my teaching practices in the L2 university classroom
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with the adaptation of sociocultural learning and finally my implementation of what I would
come to call “Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment.”
1.1.3 Vygotskian Theory and L2 acquisition and instruction
What then is the historic connection of Vygotskian Theory to L2 acquisition and
instruction? In the late 1980s, interest in the application of SCT to L2 acquisition grew with the
research of Faltis (1990), who combined Freirian and Vygotskian perspectives to offer an
alternative approach to teaching Spanish to bilingual speakers. In 1989, Donato combined
Krashen’s second language acquisition theory with Vygotsky’s theory and its emphasis on
speaking as cognitive activity. Then with the publication of Vygotskian Approaches to Second
Language in 1994 by Lantolf and Appel, Cummins application of Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD) to L2 learning (1994), and Kowal and Swain’s emphasis on mediation
(1994), the application of SCT to L2 acquisition proliferated. That same year, the study of
Brooks and Donato (1994) on Vygotskian approaches during communicative tasks and Aljaafreh
and Lantolf’s (1994) application of the ZPD in L2 learning further applied SCT to L2
acquisition. In other words, 1994 was a good year for the marriage of Vygotskian Theory and L2
acquisition. From that punctuated beginning, the body of research has continued to grow.
In the fields of Collaborative Learning (CL) and Dynamic Assessment (DA) applied in
the L2 classroom, McNamara’s 1997 study served as a precursor of things to come; being
followed soon after by Lantolf in 2000; and De Guerrero and Villamil also in 2000. Oxford
(1997) made a clear connection of CL to social constructivism, Nassaji and Swain (2000) applied
a Vygotskian perspective in an English as a Second Language (ESL) classroom, and Lantolf and
Pavlenko (1996) clearly applied SCT to L2 acquisition. In 2002, Kinginger published her study
“Defining the Zone of Proximal Development in US Foreign Language Education” in which she
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focused on three cases where the ZPD was invoked with DA in L2 teaching. Then in 2007, with
the publication of Poehner and Lantolf’s “Dynamic Assessment of L2 Development: Bringing
the Past into the Future,” the link between DA and L2 teaching and acquisition was firmly
established. Led to some extent by the research of Lantolf and Poehner since the early 2000s,
additional research has been done regarding DA in the L2 classroom.
1.1.4 SCT, L2 acquisition, and collaborative testing
From my earliest exposure to Vygotskian Theory, I recognized the potential of its
application in formal collaborative testing. I think of what Vygotsky said in Mind in Society
(1978), questioning the traditional way we test children and providing a possible alternative:
If we offer leading questions or show how the problem is to be solved and the child then
solves it, or if the teacher initiates the solution and the child completes it or solves it in
collaboration with other children—in short, if the child barely misses an independent
solution of the problem—the solution is not regarded as indicative of his mental
development. (p. 85)
It is clear that Vygotsky valued the idea of the process of collaborative, dynamic
assessment, and this clear idea of collaborative, dynamic assessment spoke to me. After my
initial, spur of the moment experiment with group testing in my beginning Spanish class that I
mentioned earlier in this paper, I wanted to see what could come of a more aggressive,
systematic approach to collaborative assessment. Consequently, my dissertation research project
was born. I knew I wanted to study the application of a Vygotskian collaborative learning
environment where Dynamic Assessment and group testing and evaluation was applied, the
collective construct that I would later call Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA) in the L2
classroom. As I had been assigned to teach two sections of intermediate Spanish I the upcoming
semester, that would be my research setting.
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The area of group testing based on SCT has received significantly less attention than the
areas of Collaborative Learning (CL) and Dynamic Assessment (DA). In 2001, Swain conducted
a study examining the interaction of small groups engaged in oral testing and the cognitive and
strategic processes in which the students were engaged during these tests. Then, in 2007, in a
joint symposium entitled Are two heads better than one? Pair work in L2 learning and
assessment of the International Language Testing Association (ILTA) and the American
Association of Applied Linguistics (AAAL), in an editorial published in Language Testing, the
benefits of group assessment in the L2 classroom were explored (Taylor & Wigglesworth, 2009).
The papers resulting from this session were mostly dedicated to oral interaction, but there was
one study by Wigglesworth and Storch (2009) over collaborative writing assessment. Since that
time, the trend of application of oral group testing has persisted; however, with a few exceptions,
such as the study of group writing with dictogloss (Mehdiabadi & Arabmofrad, 2015), other
forms of collaborative testing have been overlooked. For the most part, in the field of L2
acquisition, group testing continues to be most prevalently applied to oral testing (Sun, 2011;
Galaczi & Taylor 2018).
Group Evaluation (GE) is the third and least researched component of C-DA that will be
explored in this study. GE in this study refers to both informal, formative evaluation as well as
formal, summative evaluation. GE refers to the completion and assessment of in-class
assignments, many homework assignments, quizzes, oral presentations, as well as formal written
exams by assigned groups of students. With the application of GE added to CL, where the
students discover and practice new material in groups, and DA, where students receive assistance
from the instructor as well as their peers in the role of More Knowledgeable Others (MKOs), the
three components of C-DA are present. These three components in the context of C-DA will be
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researched, defined, and described in this study, and their application and implementation will be
explored in detail.
1.1.5 The need for C-DA in L2 education
Vygotsky emphasized the importance of social interaction in development in one of his
most commonly cited quotes:
Every function in the child’s cultural development appears twice: first, on the social
level, and later, on the individual level; first, between people (interpsychological), and
then inside the child (intrapsychological)…. All the higher functions originate as actual
relations between human individuals. (1978, p. 57, emphasis in original)
I knew that in my research I wanted to study and observe the process of this transformation of
interpsychological to intrapsychological. As an experienced language teacher at the university
level, I learned long ago that the average university student focuses on what is tested; therefore, I
decided to capitalize on this attribute of university students and incorporate collaboration into
both my informal, day-to-day, formative assessment as well as into my formal, summative
assessment while simultaneously practicing Dynamic Assessment (DA) by intervening as a
facilitator in my students’ learning. This practice of melding these three elements would
eventually evolve into what I would call Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA).
I reflected on the previously mentioned talk given by Vygotsky’s daughter. I asked
myself, “In my classrooms, who are the students represented by Gita’s friend who ‘got a poorer
grade than [she] did’? How could I better ‘help those who need it’?” (Vygodskaya, 1994, p. 7). I
thought back to my Master’s program at Louisiana State University and my exposure to
Krashen’s Affective Filter Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982). From research I had read and from my
experience teaching, I knew that many students enrolled in L2 courses are anxious, sometimes to
the point where they cannot function. I also recognized that a persistence of anxiety in the L2
classroom was not conducive to acquisition.
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I theorized that with the adoption of C-DA, I would see a reduction in student anxiety,
and recognized that I would therefore need to quantifiably measure anxiety. With that intention, I
started trying to write an instrument to measure the affective filter of my students so I could track
their changes over the semester as I applied Vygotskian methods in the classroom. I quickly
learned however that writing a good survey is not easy. My advisor mentioned to me Elaine
Horwitz’ Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) (Horwitz et al., 1986) and I
knew I had found a tested instrument I could use.
I set off to write my first IRB (see Appendix A) and was excited about the prospects of
applying all things Vygotsky to my classroom. I developed a plan—which in retrospect was
probably too ambitious, too complicated, and too unfocussed—nonetheless, I was off! I was
optimistic that my students would not only experience less anxiety in the classroom, but that they
would also acquire more language in the process.
To understand my definition of C-DA, it is important to define its three melded
components separately. The first component, Collaborative Learning (CL), is an educational
approach that involves groups of students working together to solve a problem or complete a
task. The second component, Dynamic Assessment (DA), is based on Vygotsky’s ZPD, which is
defined as “the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by independent
problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving
under adult guidance, or in collaboration with more capable peers” (1986, p. 86). DA usually
includes a pretest to determine the learner’s level of actual development. Then, a teacher or other
More Knowledgeable Other (MKO) takes some type of intervention, usually, and the learner’s
ability is assessed with this intervention. The final component of C-DA, Group Evaluation (GE),
refers to formative as well as summative assessment where students work together in small
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groups to solve problems. C-DA occurs where these three components are interlaced in all
aspects of teaching and learning in the classroom on a daily basis as well as during formal
assessment.
C-DA is intended to serve several purposes. First, although DA has been shown to be an
effective method of assessment and tool of instruction, it is difficult for a teacher of a large
number of students to intervene with all the students with much frequency (Poehner, 2009).
When the students mutually serve as collaborators and MKOS, this limitation is no longer
relevant. Second, as I mentioned earlier, student anxiety has been shown to be a limiting factor
of L2 acquisition (Krashen, 1982; Horwitz et al., 1986). Working with other students also may
serve as a factor in lowering student anxiety (Gregersen, 1999; Poehner, 2009). Therefore, with
the application of C-DA, instead of simply testing the students on what they know and can do
without assistance from a MKO, C-DA serves as an educational vector and students’ language
acquisition may be enhanced during assessment.
Language is a social construct, and Vygotsky asserts that we learn socially first, so why
then do we insist on assessing language—both oral and written, both listened to and read—on an
individual basis? What could happen if we would stretch our notions of what is valid assessment
and allow, not just for collaborative group learning, but collaborative, dynamic assessment as
well? And not just oral “communicative” testing, but written, reading, and listening assessment
also? In an attempt to answer these rhetorical questions, the topic that I will explore in my
dissertation research is the impact that C-DA can have on student emotional response and
learning in the university L2 classroom.
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1.2 The Purpose of this Study
As my first exploration into formal research, my dissertation project may not alter the
course of second language instruction in any significant way in the future. However, I recognize
that it can and will change me as well as my practice as a L2 instructor. Returning to Vygotsky’s
interaction with his daughter, he told her, “It is only for those who help others that the life is
rewarding and brings true joy” (Vygodskaya, 1994, p. 7). The primary purpose of this study is to
improve my own craft: to experiment with collaborative learning and testing, and perhaps help a
student or another second language instructor in the process.
On a broader scale, the purpose of this study is to explore the impact C-DA can have on
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA) both from the instructor perspective as well as
from the student perspective. As its name implies, C-DA is dynamic, meaning that it adapts to
the situation, to the instructor, to the learner, and to the group of learners. Just as the construct
itself is dynamic, so is its definition and application. In much of Vygotsky’s work, he focused
more on the process than on the final result. He said, “[W]e need to understand [developments]
origin… [W]e need to concentrate not on the product of development but on the very process by
which higher forms are established” (1978, p. 64, emphasis in original). The implementation of
C-DA will continue to be dynamic. It will continue to evolve, and it is important to concentrate
on the process of this evolution.
1.2.1 Setting of the Research and the Population Involved
As an instructor of Spanish at a mid-sized public university, after discussion with the
department head, it was determined that I would be assigned to teach two sections of
intermediate Spanish for each of the upcoming semesters. After receiving IRB approval, I would
conduct my research on the implementation of C-DA in these four sections. The class size for
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these sections is capped at 24 students, so I knew that the maximum number of students I would
have in the study would be 48 per semester.
From experience, I also knew that the majority of the students enrolled in the class would
be taking the course to fill a requirement for their major. At the institution where I was working,
three semesters of a second language were required for majors in psychology, history, political
science, and Spanish. I would also have several students in the course who had chosen Spanish
as a minor. From my experience, very few students enroll in the course with the sole purpose of
learning the language.
1.2.2 Research Variables
As I considered how to implement Vygotsky’s SCT in my classroom, I knew I wanted
learning to be collaborative, assessment to be dynamic, and testing to be in groups. I also saw the
potential that the implementation of these processes could have on student motivation, student
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA), and ultimately, student L2 acquisition. I
recognized that all four language skills, speaking, reading, writing, and listening could contribute
to these areas of motivation, anxiety, and acquisition; and I also understood that Vygotsky’s is a
theory of learning more than performance (McNamara, 1997; Wertsch, 1985). I therefore wanted
to focus on the process at least as much as the outcome. After combining all of these elements, I
made a diagram that represented my intended research that looked something like Figure 1. It
was when I made my diagram that I realized I had far too many variables and far too many
interacting elements to make much sense of anything. My research design looked more like plans
for an elaborate wedding than SCT applied in the L2 classroom.
. Original Research Design
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Figure 1. Original Research Design
Original Research Design
I read about the importance of clearly identifying my independent and dependent
variables in my research, but found myself struggling to articulate exactly what these variables
were. The first thing I had to do was meld the three elements of C-DA together as one entity
instead of trying to keep them separate. In my classroom, they were always used in tandem, so I
should treat the three as one. As a seasoned language teacher, I am familiar with language
acquisition and what it looks like in a university classroom. Over the years, I have developed a
sense of what works and when it is working. Therefore, instead of focusing on acquisition, I
decided to focus on Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA) as my dependent variable,
believing that with a decrease in anxiety, I would probably (possibly) see an increase in
motivation and acquisition. This simplification of my research made it possible for me to see
what was happening. I still gathered data on motivation and acquisition, but will save that data
for future publications.
The result of these decisions gave me the clarity that I had been seeking for over a year of
applying SCT in my classroom. Now, instead of a complicated diagram with many moving parts,
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I had one independent variable—Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment, and one dependent
variable—FLCA. Figure 2 represents the simplification that I made to my understanding of my
research.
COLLABORATIVE
DYNAMIC
ASSESSMENT (C-DA)

influences

CHANGE IN FOREIGN
LANGUAGE
CLASSROOM ANXIETY

Figure 2. Simplified Research Design
Simplified Research Design
1.3 Significance of the Study
As I discussed earlier, since the 1990s, there has been much research conducted in the
field of SCT and L2 acquisition. However, an approach implementing C-DA has not been
explored. In addition to adding the variable of CL and GE to DA, my research will also try to
show the relationship between C-DA and student anxiety. Much research has been conducted on
the benefits of DA (see Poehner & Lantoff, 2005; Turuk, 2008; Antón, 2009; Lantoff & Poehner,
2011) and likewise much research has also been done in recent years on FLCA (see Dewaele &
Dewaele, 2017; Horwitz, 2016a; Zheng & Cheng, 2018). However, little research has been
conducted on the correlation of DA (and more specifically C-DA) and classroom anxiety.
1.3.1 How my Research Aims to Add to Existing Knowledge Surrounding the Subject
My research will first clearly define what Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment is and it
will show how it can be implemented in a L2 university classroom. Although the possible
impacts of C-DA in L2 acquisition are many, this study will explore specifically its impact on
FLCA. Additionally, it will investigate students’ perceptions of the implementation of C-DA in
the L2 classroom.
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1.3.2 Intended Impact of Research
In recent years, some research has been done on the implementation of SCT in Iranian
ESL classrooms to lower FLCA (Estaji & Farahanyia, 2019; Ahmadi Safa & Beheshti, 2018;
Forokhi Pour et al., 2018); nevertheless, no significant research has been done in L2 classrooms
at universities within the United States. The present study will add to the limited body of
research currently emerging in other countries on this topic. It will also serve as a blueprint for
other instructors of L2 learners to follow where a desire to implement C-DA is present.
1.4 Research Design
Yin (2009) defines a case study as the study of a case within a real-life, contemporary
context or setting (as cited in Cresswell, 2013). Stake (2005) further explains that a case study is
not necessarily a methodology but instead a choice of what is to be studied, that is bounded by
time and place. The study herein clearly fits these criteria. The research in this study took place
over two semesters in four different sections of intermediate Spanish. The “case” that was
studied was real-life Spanish classrooms where C-DA was applied every day. Both quantitative
instruments as well as qualitative elements were applied to the case to make meaning of this
bounded system. These two methods were then combined, thus resulting in a mixed-methods
methodology to better understand the system.
1.4.1 Specific Research Questions
This study will present a new look at Vygotskian SCT which I call CollaborativeDynamic Assessment (C-DA) and will demonstrate how it is implemented in a third semester
university Spanish classroom. This research will answer the following questions:
1. What is Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA) and how is it implemented in a third
semester university Spanish classroom?
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2. What are the impacts of the implementation of C-DA on Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety (FLCA)?
3. What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the Second Language (L2) classroom?
As discussed earlier, making my questions both manageable and specific was a difficult
task for me. I have come to understand with perhaps more clarity than I would like the meaning
of emerging research design, as my questions underwent so many iterations. The evolution of the
implementation of C-DA also underwent some modification; however, the simplification and
reduction of the research questions themselves is what makes my research both manageable and
specific: manageable because I have narrowed and defined my focus by combining the three CL,
DA, and GE into one construct, that of C-DA.; specific because instead of focusing on student
motivation to learn Spanish and FLCA, and the effect of those two variables on L2 acquisition, I
am specifically focusing on FLCA.
1.4.2 Mixed Methods Design of Case Study
A mixed methods approach was used in this study for a variety of reasons. For the study,
I used elements that can be analyzed quantitatively. Then, based on the results of the quantitative
elements, students with a wide range of change in anxiety were selected to participate in semistructured interviews. In this study, based on the quantitative instruments, the majority of the
students showed a decrease in anxiety, but there were also students who showed an increase. One
of the purposes of mixing was to explain these unexpected results (Bryman, 2006). Another
purpose of mixing was to expand the “breadth and range of inquiry” by using “different inquiry
components” (Greene et al., 1989, pp. 259-260). This breadth and range of inquiry were also
achieved through the semi-structured interviews.
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1.4.3 Quantitative Aspects of Research
The primary quantitative instrument used in the study to answer research question 2 is the
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) a 33 item, five-point Likert scale
questionnaire developed by Elaine Horwitz et al., (1986) to measure FLCA (see Appendix B).
The students participating in the study completed a pre-course FLCAS at the start of the semester
and a post-course FLCAS at the end of the semester. Research question 2 will be primarily
answered using the FLCAS
The second quantitative instrument I used is the Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire
(PEGTQ). It was adapted from an instrument developed by VanderLaan (2010) in her doctoral
dissertation on group testing in an accounting classroom. I have included VanderLaan’s
instrument as Appendix C and my adapted instrument as Appendix D. Each student took the
PEGTQ between one and three times during the semester. The PEGTQ will contribute to the
answers of research questions 1 and 3. Figure 3 is a graphic representation of the quantitative
elements of this study.
Precourse
FLCAS
(RQ 2)

PEGTQ
(RQ 1,3)

Postcourse
FLCAS

Pair wise
t-test of
FLCAS

(RQ 2)

(RQ 2)

Data
Analysis
(RQ 1-3)

Figure 3. Qualitative Elements of Research
Quantitative Elements of Research
1.4.4 Qualitative Aspects of Research
The qualitative elements of the study include several open-ended questions answered by
all students included in the post-exam questionnaire. Additionally, the semi-structured interviews
provided a large amount of data that added light to the results from the quantitative portions. The
detailed classroom observations also contributed to the qualitative data collected.
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The classroom observations and the qualitative questions on the PEGTQ contributed to
the answers to research questions 1 and 2. After the transcription and coding of the interviews,
Focus-student Narratives (FSNs) of the students participating in the interviews were written. The
resulting information from this data was used to shed further light on information gathered from
the FLCAS and the PEGTQ. As mentioned previously, the mixing of the data was sequential as
the selection of students to participate in the semi-structured interviews was contingent on the
results of the pre- and post-course FLCAS. Figure 4 is a graphic representation of the qualitative
elements of the research.

Classroom
Observations
(RQ 1)

Qualitative
Questions on
PEGTQ

Semistructured
Interviews

(RQ 1, 2)

(RQ 1-3)

Coding and
Analysis &
FSNs
(RQ 1-3)

Figure 4. Qualitative Elements of Research
Qualitative Elements of Research
1.4.5 Mixing of Data
A mixed methods approach was applied specifically in three ways. First, based on the
quantitative results of the pair wise t-test of the pre-course and post-course FLCAS, selection of
the participants in the semi-structured interviews from which the FSNs were developed was
made. I attempted to select focus students who showed both an increase and a decrease in
anxiety as well as students who showed no significant change in anxiety with the application of
C-DA. Second, in the interviews with the focus students, questions were asked to clarify their
responses to the FLCAS. The third application of mixing occurred as the students reflected on
their perceptions of CL, DA, and GE. Although the PEGTQs were completed anonymously, the
students’ interview responses to questions pertaining to the implementation of C-DA could be
compared to the more prevalent responses on the instrument.
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By looking at the quantitative results through the lens of the qualitative findings of the
study, a clearer picture of students’ perceptions of the implementation of C-DA in the L2
classroom as well as its perceived impact on FLCA was made clearer. Figure 5 is a graphic
representation of the mixed elements of the research.
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FLCAS
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C-DA
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(QUAL
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Figure 5. Mixed Elements of Research
Mixed Elements of Research
1.5 Outline of Dissertation
My dissertation will be organized as follows. As C-DA is the merging of CL, DA, and
GT, Chapter 2 will explore what Vygotsky wrote related to each of these topics. It will also
explore background information and research done in each of these areas. It will then discuss
how these areas are situated within C-DA.
Group-Dynamic Assessment (G-DA) is a field first introduced by Matthew Poehner in
2007 (Poehner, 2007) and then more formalized in 2009 (Poehner, 2009). Because of the
potential similarities between C-DA and G-DA, I have also included a section discussing G-DA
to differentiate it from C-DA in Chapter 2. Additionally, Chapter 2 includes the history of
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research into FLCA. I will also explore recent studies of the application of SCT in the L2
classroom with the intent of lowering FLCA.
Chapter 3 will include the methods used in the study. It will discuss in detail the
application of C-DA in an intermediate university Spanish classroom. Lesson plans, assessment
materials, and observations of the class will be included to give a clear description of the
implementation of C-DA. The instruments used in the research including the FLCAS and the
PEGTQ will be discussed in detail. The semi-structured interviews will also be discussed
including the development of the questions used in the interviews, the selection process of
participants, and the methods of coding the information gathered in the interviews. The mixedmethods approach of the research will also be discussed in detail as will the statistical analyses
performed for the interpretation of the data.
Chapter 4 will first include the quantitative results of the study. Statistical analyses of the
pre-course and post-course student anxiety by item as well as by student will be included.
Additionally, analyses will be presented comparing the pre-course FLCAS with the post-course
FLCAS. The findings of the PEGTQ will also be presented. This chapter will also contain the
FSNs. It will include the rationale for the inclusion of the focus students in the study.
Chapter 5 will consist of a discussion of the results and findings by answering the
research questions and making conclusions regarding C-DA in an L2 university classroom.
Discussion of similarities and differences discovered in the coding of the semi-structured
interviews will also be included in Chapter 5. The data from the quantitative portions of the
study will be further explored and explained in Chapter 5. Additionally, issues related to the
implementation of C-DA will be included. The chapter will conclude with possibilities for future
research and publication related to C-DA.
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1.6 Glossary of Terms and Acronyms Used in this Study
Following are the terms and acronyms used in this study. (See Table 1.) In the case where
I have used acronyms in my research, I have listed them alphabetically by their acronyms instead
of what they represent for ease in finding them. In some cases, I have attempted to clarify or
distinguish them from other acronyms or terms commonly used in the field of education or L2
acquisition.
Table 1. Glossary of Acronyms and Terms
Glossary of Acronyms and Terms
ACTFL
Assessment

C-DA
CL

(American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages) An American
organization aiming to improve and expand the teaching and learning of all
languages at all levels of instruction. Founded in 1967.
Assessment is a term broadly used in education that refers to the process of
evaluating and documenting data collected from students to improve student
learning. In the present study, it includes both formative assessment, referring to the
ongoing, day-by-day process of evaluating student progress as well as summative
assessment, which involves evaluating student learning at the end of a unit. In this
study, the majority of summative assessment is done in groups.
(Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment) The merging of Collaborative Learning (CL),
Dynamic Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE) in all aspects of teaching,
learning, and assessment. The primary focus of this study.
(Collaborative Learning) Learning where the instructor spends little time lecturing.
Instead, the learners work together in groups of 3 to 5 students and are assigned a
variety of tasks, problems or projects, usually accompanied by a handout prepared
by the instructor. Through negotiation and collaboration, with support from the
instructor, the groups of students complete the outlined tasks, problems or projects.
In my pilot study, during the approximately 37 contact hours with the students, less
than 50 total minutes were spent with the instructor in front of the entire class
giving a lecture. The learning, therefore, took place in a setting where the students
in small groups together with the instructor collaborated to complete particular
tasks. For much of this time spent working on group tasks, the students worked in
the Zones of Proximal Development (ZPDs) as all students as well as the instructor
would serve at different times as the More Knowledgeable Other (MKO)
(Vygotsky 1987).
Collaborative Learning is sometimes used interchangeably with the term
“cooperative learning.” In this study, I chose to differentiate between the two terms.
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Table 1, cont.
Classroom
Instruction (in
the C-DA
classroom)

Cooperative
Learning

DA

EFL/ESL

FL

For the purposes of this study, a lecture is a ≈5-minute explanation of the in-class
assignment to be completed on any given day. It does not include spot checks for
comprehension, but often does include explicit grammatical, lexical, or structural
explanations. It is done in Spanish and the instructor does the majority of the
speaking. Students may be given a limited amount of time at the end of the lecture
for clarification or questions; however, those questions and concerns should be
reserved where possible for their group and then clarification can be given by the
instructor where needed; thus encouraging collaborative learning and negotiation of
meaning in groups with more knowledgeable peers before turning to the instructor.
Cooperative learning has often been used interchangeably with collaborative
learning. However, in this study, cooperative learning is defined as learning that
uses student pairings or small groups and each member of the group is in charge of
one aspect of the learning or project. The work is generally divided among the
students and is often done outside of class time. Often, each member of the group is
given a separate grade.
Collaborative learning on the other hand means that the students come together to
work on a project as a team. The work is usually done in class with the support of
the instructor. For this study, cooperative learning was minimized and collaborative
learning was emphasized. For the purposes of this study, in collaborative learning,
the students are given a group grade.
(Dynamic Assessment) In this study, DA is directly related to Vygotsky’s definition
of the ZPD. Students collaborate on formative as well as summative work and
therefore work in their ZPD. The instructor also participates in this collaboration
during assignments, quizzes, and exams, which for the most part are completed
collaboratively. The instructor observes the output of the students and helps the
collaborative groups as needed in the form of reminders, hints, and cautions. The
group then attempts to adapt their output. Sometimes additional helps are given.
The instructor moves from group to group, offering assistance where needed. The
students are also free to request assistance at any time. Specific answers ARE NOT
given, instead, based on the instructor’s prior knowledge of students’ abilities only
prompts based on the groups’ abilities are given.
(English as a Foreign Language/English as a Second Language) EFL/ESL teachers
instruct students whose first language is not English, in reading, writing and
conversing effectively. These professionals are also sometimes called English for
speakers of other languages (ESOL) teachers. Often, EFL is differentiated from
ESL in that EFL is English which is taught to students in a foreign, non-English
speaking country whereas ESL is English which is usually taught to students in an
English speaking country. For the purpose of this study, I do not differentiate
between the two terms, referring to both EFL and ESL as ESL.
(Foreign Language) A foreign language is a language that is not spoken in the
nation in which you live whereas a second language refers to any language that is
not your native language and is learned after your native language. In this study, the
term second language will be used except for when referring to Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety (FLCA).
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Table 1, cont.
(Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety) Foreign language anxiety, or
xenoglossophobia, is the feeling of unease, worry, nervousness and apprehension
experienced in learning or using a second or foreign language. Foreign language
anxiety is a form of what psychologists describe as a specific anxiety reaction. In
this study, it is limited to anxiety in the Foreign language classroom and is therefore
called Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA)
(Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale) A questionnaire developed by
FLCAS
Horwitz et al. (1986). It is a 33-item, five-point Likert scale questionnaire. The
answers to each item can be one of these: strongly agree; agree; neither agree nor
disagree; disagree; and strongly disagree.
(Group-Dynamic Assessment) G‐DA applies the same principles of mediation as in
G-DA
individualized interactions but broadens the focus to potentially an entire class.
Matthew Poehner coined the term in 2007. Vygotsky himself recognized the
possibility of constructing a group ZPD by negotiating mediation with more than
one individual (see Vygotsky, 1998).
(Group Evaluation) For the purposes of this study, evaluation and testing where
GE
groups of 3 to 5 students collaborate on the completion of one assignment, quiz,
exam or other form of formal assessment and all students receive the same grade on
the exam. The students know beforehand what information will be included on the
assessment instrument but often do not know who the other participants in their
group will be.
GE in the context in which I use it is also often referred to as Collaborative Testing
(Murphey & Jacobs, 2000; Jang et al., 2017, Stearns, 1996). This type of GE
performed in the classroom among students should not be confused with “group
testing” first studied by Robert Dorfman (1943) that is applied to statistics and
combinatorial mathematics.
The iSPi (informal speaking proficiency interview) is an oral proficiency
iSPi
instrument developed by the researcher to categorize beginning to intermediate
language learners’ level of speaking proficiency. A detailed description of the
categories is found in Appendix E.
Interventionist A form of Dynamic Assessment usually subjected to quantitative analysis. It can be
applied to large-scale assessment. The mediation practices are established in
DA
advance and consist of hints ranging from implicit to explicit. It can be applied to
individual or group settings. It is applied to both written and spoken language. It
can be applied to computer-based assessment. (Thouësny, 2010)
Interactionist A form of Dynamic Assessment usually subjected to qualitative analysis. It is more
time consuming than Interventionist DA. It is usually applied to small numbers of
DA
students. The mediation applied with interventionist DA is tailored to learners’
responsivity. It is usually applied with individuals. Additionally, it is best applied to
spoken language. It is always a human-based assessment. (Thouësny, 2010)
For the present study, interactionist DA was used. For the purposes of this study,
the individual mediation was frequently expanded to mediation with small groups.
(Second Language) A person's second language, or L2, is a language that is not the
L2
native language (first language or L1) of the speaker, but is learned later, usually as
a foreign language, but it can be another language used in the speaker's home
country.

FLCA
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Table 1, cont.
MKO

PEGTQ

SCRUM

SCT

(More Knowledgeable Other) A More Knowledgeable Other can be defined as
anyone or anything that has more knowledge than the learner/student does. The
most obvious MKO in a classroom setting is the instructor/facilitator; however, in
collaborative learning, peers often serve as MKOs for each other and the student
playing the role of MKO is dynamic. It will change depending on the activity, the
discussion, or even the emotional state of the members of the group on any
particular day. The MKO can also take the form of the textbook, the internet, or
even an episode of a telenovela. Additionally, in sociocultural learning, there
invariably will be occasions when the students will have knowledge that the
instructor does not possess. Therefore, learning can be truly collaborative.
The term “more knowledgeable other” (MKO) has often been attributed to
Vygotsky (Reilly, 2012); however, I have been unable to locate the phrase an any
of Vygotsky’s writings. The first use of the phrase I could find is from a 1985 paper
written by Brown and Reeve entitled “Bandwidths of Competence: The Role of
Supportive Contexts in Learning and Development.” On page 7 of this paper,
Vygotsky’s definition of the ZPD is cited including “under adult guidance, or in
collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86) and then on page
10 of the Brown and Reeve paper, it returns to this idea rephrasing it as “socially
directed activities of a more knowledgeable other” (Brown & Reeve, 1985). Since
that first use of the term, more knowledgeable other (MKO) has increasingly come
to be associated with SCT, to the point that it has its own Wikipedia page.
(Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire) The PEGTQ is one of the quantitative
instruments used in this study. It was adapted from an instrument developed by
VanderLaan (2010) in her doctoral dissertation on group testing in an accounting
classroom.
Scrum is an agile process framework for managing complex knowledge work, with
an initial emphasis on software development, although it has been used in other
fields and is slowly starting to be explored for other complex work, research and
advanced technologies. It is designed for teams of ten or fewer members, who
break their work into goals that can be completed within time-boxed iterations,
called sprints, no longer than one month and most commonly two weeks, then track
progress and re-plan in 15-minute time-boxed daily meetings, called daily scrums.
It is a framework that I considered applying to my research, but quickly decided to
eliminate. It does bear future examination for application in the L2 classroom.
(Sociocultural Theory) SCT is an emerging theory in psychology that looks at the
important contributions that society makes to individual development. It is based on
the research and writings of Lev Vygotsky. This theory stresses the interaction
between developing people and the culture in which they live.
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Table 1, cont.
SLA

WebCAPE

ZPD

Second-language acquisition (SLA), second-language learning, or L2 acquisition, is
the process by which people learn a second language. Second-language acquisition
is also the scientific discipline devoted to studying that process. Language
acquisition is the process by which humans acquire the capacity to perceive and
comprehend language (in other words, gain the ability to be aware of language and
to understand it), as well as to produce and use words and sentences to
communicate. The distinction between acquiring and learning was made by
Stephen Krashen (1982) as part of his Monitor Theory. According to Krashen, the
acquisition of a language is a natural process, whereas learning a language is a
conscious one. In the former, the student needs to partake in natural communicative
situations. In the latter, error correction is present, as is the study of grammatical
rules isolated from natural language. Not all educators in second language agree to
this distinction; however, the study of how a second language is learned/acquired is
referred to as SLA. In the classrooms in this study, the focus is on SLA as defined
by Krashen.
WebCAPE is an online Spanish placement test developed by Brigham Young
University. It evaluates the students’ current level of Spanish and gives them a
score between 1 and 1000. This adaptive assessment takes approximately 15
minutes to complete. I chose to use this instrument for several reasons. First,
because I am familiar with it. Second because the student taking the exam receives
a score from 1 to nearly 1000 and therefore there is a large degree of differentiation.
Third because it does not take an inordinate amount of time because it adapts to the
ability of the student.
(Zone of Proximal Development) The ZPD may be the most discussed and most
well-known aspect of Sociocultural Theory. It is defined by Vygotsky as "the
distance between the actual developmental level as determined by independent
problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem solving under adult guidance, or in collaboration with more capable peers"
(Vygotsky 1978, p 86). In my research, I will focus on the collaborative aspects of
the ZPD. Often, it is misunderstood as something that is static in an individual, but I
see it as being completely dynamic, meaning that it changes dependent upon the
sociocultural construct in which a learner finds him or herself. In collaborative
learning, peers continually serve as “More Knowledgeable Others” (MKOs) as they
all have differing levels of understanding and development. Therefore, the ZPD is
not a set construct, but one that changes as a result of collaboration. It is social, not
individual.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature
At a recent meeting with my dissertation committee, we were discussing my project and
the many facets contained in it. I was having a difficult time narrowing my material and deciding
what to include and probably more importantly what to leave out of my final write up. I had
generated a large amount of data, and additionally had collected a large quantity of content on
paper and in my head and was not sure how to proceed. After a brief discussion, a member of my
committee said, “You have all the materials, you have all the tools, now you just need to decide
what you are going to build.”
That was a turning point in my understanding of what I needed to include and exclude in
my literature review. I understood that I needed to first have a clear understanding of my
research questions and that everything in my study should be centered on those questions. My
literature review should serve as a foundation on which to build my research and my methods
chapter should include the tools and instruments I would use to answer those questions.
As a reminder, my research will be based on the implementation of CollaborativeDynamic Assessment (C-DA) in a third semester Spanish classroom. It will attempt to answer
the following research questions:
1. What is Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA) and how is it implemented in a third
semester university Spanish classroom?
2. What are the impacts of the implementation of C-DA on Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety (FLCA)?
3. What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the Second Language (L2) classroom?
C-DA, as defined in this study, is the merging of Collaborative Learning (CL), Dynamic
Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE). Therefore, my literature review will start with
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these three areas. Because of its similarity to Group-Dynamic Assessment (G-DA), it will then
continue with a discussion of what G-DA is and differentiate it from C-DA. Finally, it will
explore the area of student foreign language anxiety and look at the research currently being
done in this field.
As I explained in Chapter 1, my research is based on Vygotsky’s Sociocultural theory
(SCT). Therefore, in this chapter, I will start each area of my literature review using Vygotsky’s
writings on and related to the topics. I performed the literature search of Vygotsky’s writings
using Mendeley, a reference management software. A list of some of the search terms I used for
are listed in Table 2.
For each of the three areas of which C-DA is composed as well as for G-DA and FLCA, I
have added to Vygotsky’s writings and included studies performed. For these searches, I used
Google Scholar using many of the search terms included in Table 2. Finally, I have presented the
place that C-DA holds related to research currently being done in the field and what the
implementation of C-DA has to offer, therefore establishing a firm foundation on which to build
my dissertation research.
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Table 2. Literature Search Terms
Literature Search Terms
Topic
Collaborative Learning (CL) from
Vygotsky’s Writings*
Background & Research on CL
Dynamic Assessment (DA) from
Vygotsky’s Writings*
Background & Research on DA
Group Evaluation (GE) from
Vygotsky’s Writings*
Background & Research on GE
Group-Dynamic Assessment (GDA) from Vygotsky’s Writings*
Background & Research on G-DA
Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety (FLCA) from Vygotsky’s
Writings*
Background & Research on FLCA

Search Terms Used
collaboration, social, sociocultural, cultural development,
interaction, cooperation, peers
collaborative learning + second language acquisition +
Vygotsky first by decade, then by year
dynamic, zone of proximal development, retrospective,
prospective, process, development, collaboration, independent,
shared/joint activity, environment, actual mental age
dynamic assessment + second language acquisition + Vygotsky
first by decade, then by year
problem, mental abilities, solve/solution, problem solving,
imitation, testing (systems), mental development, intellectual
life, collective activity
group OR collaborative + exam OR test OR quiz + Vygotsky +
second language first by decade, then by year
group, their proximal development, peers, assistance
group dynamic assessment + Vygotsky + second language
acquisition + Poehner first by decade, then by year
emotions, sensations, affect, understanding, thoughts thinking
themselves, impulses
foreign language classroom anxiety + Horwitz + Vygotsky first
by decade, then by year

Note. This table is a representation of the search terms used in the literature review. It does not
include all terms or combination of terms used.
*In the case of Vygotsky’s writings, the reference management software Mendeley was used.
In all other cases, the searches were done using Google Scholar.
2.1 Collaborative Learning (CL)

In collaboration, the child turns out to be stronger and more able than in independent
work.
--Lev Vygotsky, Thinking and Speech
Bruffee, in his seminal paper on Collaborative Learning (CL) entitled “Collaborative
Learning and the ‘Conversation of Mankind’” defined CL as “a reacculturative process that helps
students become members of the knowledge communities whose common property is different
from the common property of knowledge communities they already belong to” (1993, p. 444).
The term was coined by a group of secondary school teachers from Great Britain in the 1950s,
and gained popularity in the United States in response to the social revolution in universities
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during the early 1970s. It has continued to be widely applied in U.S. schools through the present
time. Its relationship with Vygotsky’s SCT is evident and widely recognized (Lee &
Smagorinsky, 2000; Forman & Cazdan, 1998).
2.1.1 Vygotsky on CL
Lev Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory describes learning and development through
society or culture. A principal theme of Vygotsky’s Theory is that social interaction is
fundamental in development of cognition. Vygotsky stated:
Every function in the child's cultural development appears twice: first, on the social level,
and later, on the individual level; first, between people (interpsychological), and then
inside the child (intrapsychological). This applies equally to voluntary attention, to
logical memory, and to the formation of concepts. All the higher functions originate as
actual relations between human individuals. (1978, p. 57)
In Vygotsky’s (1978) work, Mind in Society, he defines sociocultural origin:
Within a general process of development, two qualitatively different lines of
development, differing in origin, can be distinguished: the elementary processes, which
are of biological origin, on the one hand, and the higher psychological functions, of
sociocultural origin, on the other. The history of child behavior is born from the
interweaving of these two lines. (p. 46, italics in original)
According to Vygotsky, this mixing of the biological with the sociocultural is what differentiates
us from other living beings. The signs that are culturally acquired as they are passed down from
generation to generation, from teacher to student, from mother to child, from all forms of media,
through cultural traditions, and the mediation that makes this possible, is central to Vygotsky’s
theory. “Thought development is determined by language, i.e., by the linguistic tools of thought
and by the sociocultural experience of the child” (Vygotsky, 1986, 94). For Vygotsky, learning is
a social process. Human intelligence originates in society or culture; therefore, social interaction
is vital to the development of cognition.
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A principle component of Vygotsky’s sociocultural framework is mediation. Expanding
Marxist emphasis on the use of tools, Vygotsky explained that “both tool and sign use are
mutually linked and yet separate in the child’s cultural development” (1978, 54). Vygotsky
writes about the phylogenetic and ontogenetic link between tools and signs. Our understandings
of nature can be phylogenetically traced to our forebears through documentary evidence
preserved through signs; likewise, our ontogenetic understandings can be traced through our
experiences in life. It is through the mediated connection of tools and signs that we are able to
experience change in our psychological activity related to higher psychological functions.
Mediation is central to this human function of higher thinking. The role of mediation is
fundamental in Vygotsky’s explanation of the transformation from the “interpsychological” to
the “intrapsychological” (1981). These functions, which have their genesis in interpersonal
processes resulting from interaction with others, are transformed into intrapersonal processes.
For Vygotsky, this “socially rooted” and “historically developed” internalization is what
differentiates us as humans.
Recently in the literature, there has been some disagreement in the application of
Vygotskian Theory in the field of L2 acquisition with university students (Poehner et al., 2018;
Kellogg, 2018). Kellogg (2018), in his article “The ‘D’ Is for Development: Beyond Pedagogical
Interpretations of Vygotsky’s ZPD” criticizes the application of the ZPD to university students,
positing that Vygotsky’s work was intended to be applied to the ontogenetic timescale of child
development from birth to 17 years. Although I agree largely with this assessment, I have to
differ with Kellogg that the ZPD is not intended for or should not be applied to adult or
university learners.
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For this reason, in the following quotes of Vygotsky, I have changed the word “child” to
“learner” in an attempt to emphasize and underscore how these principles can apply to learners
of any age. As Vygotsky said, “With collaboration, direction, or some kind of help the [learner] is
always able to do more and solve more difficult tasks than he can independently” (1987, p. 208).
“An essential feature of learning is that it creates the zone of proximal development (ZPD) that
is, learning awakens a variety of internal developmental processes that are able to operate only
when the [learner] is interacting with people in his environment and in cooperation with his
peers” (1978, p. 90). “In collaboration, the [learner] turns out to be stronger and more able than
in independent work” (1987, p. 209). “What the [learner] is able to do in collaboration today he
will be able to do independently tomorrow” (1987, p. 210). “The [learner’s] potential for moving
from what he can do to what he can do only in collaboration is the most sensitive index of the
dynamics of development and the degree of success that will come to characterize the [learner’s]
mental activity” (1987, p. 209). In all of these quotes by Vygotsky, there is a clear emphasis
placed on the importance of collaboration in learning and in development. Additionally, the
application of Vygotskian Theory to adult learners is evidenced. In the study of a L2 at any age,
this need for collaboration is very clear. Language is a social activity that requires social
interaction and collaboration.
This leads us to one of the most frequently cited of Vygotsky’s writings. I include again
this Vygotskian quote but this time with the change from “child” to “learner:”
Every function in the [learner’s] cultural development appears twice, on two levels. First
on the social, and later on the psychological level; first, between people as an
interpsychological category, and then inside the [learner], as an intrapsychological
category. This applies equally to voluntary attention, to logical memory and to the
formation of concepts. The actual relations between human individuals underlie all the
higher functions. (1978, p. 57)
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In the field of L2 acquisition, this quote takes on an even weightier meaning for me. As a
language instructor, culture and language are one in the same. I cannot teach culture without
language and I cannot teach language without culture. In the above quote, Vygotsky’s specific
mention of “cultural development” reminds us of this intrinsic and inseparable relationship
between culture and language.
When Vygotsky avers that this applies equally to voluntary attention, logical memory,
and the formation of concepts, the application to L2 acquisition is also clear and applicable.
Voluntary attention has been defined as “attention that is deliberately applied and controlled by
the individual, as opposed to attention that is spontaneously captured by a stimulus in the
environment” (VandenBos, 2015). This clearly applies to the area of L2 acquisition. Vygotsky
was also very aware of the connection between L2 acquisition and the understanding of scientific
concepts. In his writings found in Thought and Language (1986), he spends considerable time
using foreign language learning as an example of higher functions of learning. Returning to the
quote above, Vygotsky clearly recognized the necessity of collaboration in both learning and
development.
2.1.2 Background of CL in the L2 Classroom
In current research, there is something of a divide between collaborative and cooperative
teaching and learning. There are those that use the terms interchangeably; however, others
differentiate between the two. In this research, I espouse their separation and differentiation. CL
as used in this study is learning where the instructor spends little time lecturing. Instead, the
learners work together usually in pairs or small groups of up to five students to complete a
variety of assigned tasks. According to Gerlach, “It is a naturally social act in which participants
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talk among themselves” (1994, p. 12). Conversely, cooperative learning occurs when tasks are
divided among members of a group to lessen the workload for those involved (Cuseo, 1996).
In 1997, Oxford performed a frequently cited study in which she distinguishes between
cooperative learning, collaborative learning and interaction in the L2 classroom. Her study uses
similar definitions of the terms used in the present study. In the collaborative learning portion of
this study, Oxford recognizes the idea of becoming part of the culture of the learning community.
She defines collaborative learning by framing it clearly in Vygotsky’s SCT.
2.1.3 Studies Using CL in the L2 Classroom
L2 acquisition is a field that is very conducive to CL, and therefore, CL is frequently
implemented in the L2 classroom. In 2007, Watanabe & Swain performed a mixed methods
study of collaborative learning with adult ESL learners using a Vygotskian framework. They
found that when English learners participated in “collaborative patterns of instruction,”
regardless of the proficiency level of their partners, they were more successful.
More recently, in 2016, Allen and Mills conducted a study on the benefits of peer
feedback in pair work writing projects with ESL students in Japan where they looked at the
quantity and type of feedback given and utilized. In this study, it was shown that collaborative
peer review of writing was influential in the process of L2 writing. The study explored the effect
of peer feedback when the writer’s ZPD was different from the reviewer’s. They also discussed
the benefits of students with lower language proficiency levels being exposed to the writing of
students at higher proficiency levels. In this study, the researchers found that, although language
proficiency influenced the ability in cases of students with lower proficiency to give as much
feedback, regardless of proficiency level, “almost all reviewers’ suggestions were of reasonable
quality” (p. 509).
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2.1.4 CL and C-DA
The application of CL in the present study of C-DA is similar to those in the above
studies in that it is applied to adult learners. As described in the Oxford study, the
implementation is based on Vygotskian theory. As the present study is focused on Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety as a result of the implementation of C-DA and not on writing or
speaking proficiency, the focus is different but the application is similar.
2.2 Dynamic Assessment (DA)
The relation between speech and action is a dynamic one.
--Lev Vygotsky, Mind in Society
The child’s potential for moving from what he can do to what he can do only in
collaboration is the most sensitive index of the dynamics of development and the degree
of success that will come to characterize the child’s mental activity.
--Lev Vygotsky, Thinking and Speech
Dynamic Assessment (DA) is a method of assessing a student, which attempts to identify
the skill that the student possesses while also learning their potential. Although Vygotsky never
used the term (Poehner & Lantolf, 2005), it has come to be closely associated with sociocultural
theory (SCT). To better understand DA’s place in L2 acquisition, we will look first at
Vygotsky’s writings.
2.2.1 Vygotsky on DA
Central to the understanding of DA is a study of Vygotsky’s ZPD. Vygotsky defined the
ZPD as follows: “It is the distance between the actual development level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (1978, p. 86).
He explained that “in order to elaborate the dimensions of school learning” (p. 85), it is essential
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to determine two different developmental levels of students. The first of these, the actual
developmental level, is indicative of what the student can do without mediation from either
something or someone who can help solve a particular problem. It shows what the student can do
without assistance. The other level that needs to be determined is the potential development level
of the learner. That is defined as what a learner can do with guidance or in collaboration with
someone else or with other mediation. Vygotsky referred to the functions that can be performed
between these two levels as “buds” or “flowers” of development as opposed to “fruits” of
development (p. 88). He emphasized that focusing on the actual level of development is
retrospective, whereas taking the potential level of development is prospective, meaning that it is
likely to happen at a future date.
Vygotsky focuses on the human nature of these necessary social interactions explaining
that animals have no ZPD. He wrote, “human learning presupposes a specific social nature and a
process by which children grow into the intellectual life of those around them” (p. 88). Vygotsky
stresses, “[L]earning oriented toward developmental levels that have already been reached is
ineffective from the viewpoint of a child’s overall development…. The only ‘good learning’ is
that which is in advance of development” (p. 89). Underscoring the importance of social
interaction, Vygotsky explained that learning creates the ZPD, “that is, learning awakens a
variety of internal developmental processes that are able to operate only when the child is
interacting with people in his environment and in cooperation with his peers.” Therefore, good
learning according to Vygotsky “results in mental development and sets in motion a variety of
developmental processes that would be impossible apart from learning” (p. 90).
Another important aspect of the ZPD is that, although learning and development are
related, they are never equal or parallel. Instead, “there are highly complex dynamic relations
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between developmental and learning processes that cannot be encompassed by an unchanging
hypothetical formulation [emphasis added]” (p. 91). As Vygotsky said in Thinking and Speech,
“Instruction is not limited to trailing after development or moving stride for stride along with it.
It can move ahead of development, pushing it further and eliciting new formations” (1987, p.
196). Vygotsky indicated that the ZPD has more to do with the “dynamics [emphasis added] of
intellectual development” and success of instruction than the actual level of development.
Vygotsky further explained, “what the child is able to do in collaboration today he will
be able to do independently tomorrow” (p. 210). An important aspect of the ZPD is that even
when learners’ actual mental ages (based on their year of birth) are identical, their ZPDs will be
different. These tenets logically lead us to the understanding that “the teacher must orient his
work not on yesterday’s development in the child but on tomorrow’s” (p. 211).
Vygotsky explained that the “size” of the ZPD is determined by the child’s ability to
benefit from collaboration with a more knowledgeable other in order to advance the child’s
performance beyond what can already be achieved without assistance. He posited that assessing
a child’s ability to learn through collaborative activity better predicts future cognitive function
than a static measure of independent performance such as is achieved through traditional and
standardized testing. The ZPD is best measured in “shared/joint activity” (sovmestnaya
deajtelnost) or in “collaboration” (sotrudnichestvo) (as cited in Lidz & Gindis, 2003). A learner’s
maturing psychological functions can be observed through collaborative performance. Vygotsky
proposed, “that an essential feature of learning is that it creates the zone of proximal
development; that is, learning awakens a variety of developmental processes that are able to
operate only when the child is interacting with people in his environment and in collaboration
with his peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 90).
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Vygotsky wrote that “the relation between speech and action is a dynamic one” (1978, p.
27). In other words, it is not prescriptive; it is not sequential, and it is always evolving. “The
zone of proximal development permits us to delineate the child’s immediate future and his
dynamic developmental state, allowing not only for what already has been achieved
developmentally, but also for what is in the course of maturing” (1978, p. 87). Vygotsky’s focus
on this dynamic development is a logical precursor for the application of what has come to be
known as Dynamic Assessment (DA).
Vygotsky emphasized the role of imitation and a more knowledgeable other when he
said, “The ease with which [a child] is able to move from independent to assisted problem
solving is the best indicator of the dynamic of his development” (1986, p. 188). He also
recognized the role of the ZPD in a student’s academic success. He said, “Experience has shown
that the child with the larger zone of proximal development will do much better in school. This
measure gives a more helpful clue than actual mental age does to the dynamics of intellectual
progress” (1986, p. 187).
Drawing attention once again to the dynamic relations between learning and
development, Vygotsky stated, “There are highly complex dynamic relations between
developmental and learning processes that cannot be encompassed by an unchanging
hypothetical formulation” (1978, p. 91). His attention to this dynamic relationship and to the
importance of mediated learning led naturally to the practice which is now known as “Dynamic
Assessment.”
2.2.2 Background of DA
In 1961, A.R. Luria, a close associate of Vygotsky, published a paper in which he
contrasts ‘statistical’ and ‘dynamic’ approaches of assessment. In this paper, he introduces a
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scenario with three children who have the same IQ. All three children, when tested
independently, could not perform a task, but with assistance, two of the children could complete
the task. When retested, two of the children performed as they had before the interaction, but one
showed improvement.
These children, if assessed statistically or statically would have shown the same level of
development. However, with the application of DA, not only did the children show different
levels of ability with assistance, one of the children showed improvement in the performance of
the task after receiving the assistance; which reminds us of the words of Vygotsky: “What the
child is able to do in collaboration today he will be able to do independently tomorrow” (1987, p.
210).
Kozulin, when discussing the difference between traditional or static testing and DA
explained that the traditional paradigm assumes that 1) the child’s abilities are being revealed
with some degree of accuracy, 2) unassisted performance is the best format of assessment, and 3)
testing should classify a child’s ability and predict a child’s future functioning (2004).
On the other hand, DA assumes the following:
1) Cognitive processes are modifiable, and important tasks of assessment is to ascertain
their degree of modifiability, rather than to remain limited to estimation of the child’s
manifest level of functioning;
2) Interactive assessment that includes a learning phase provides better insight into the
child’s learning capacities than unaided performance;
3) The primary goal of assessment is to suggest psychoeducational interventions aimed
at the enhancement and realization of the child’s latent abilities to learn. (Kozulin et
al., 2004, p. 103)
Sternberg and Grigorenko focus on the outcome of DA and compare it to the practice of
static assessment:
[In Static Assessment] the examiner presents items, either one at a time or all at once, and
each examinee is asked to respond to these items successively, without feedback or
intervention of any kind. At some point in time after the administration of the test is over,
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each examinee typically receives the only feedback he or she will get: a report on a score
or set of scores. By that time, the examinee is studying for one or more future tests.
(2002, p. vii)
[Dynamic Assessment] takes into account the results of an intervention. In this
intervention, the examiner teaches the examinee how to perform better on individual
items or on the test as a whole. The final score may be a learning score representing the
difference between pretest (before learning) and posttest (after learning) scores, or it may
be the score on the posttest considered alone. (2002, p. vii)
In the United States, a high premium is placed on static assessment. Any assistance from the
examiner in a testing situation generally is frowned upon, and school funding, college entrance,
and course and degree completion are contingent on students’ abilities to complete
preprogrammed exams successfully. The incongruence of this method of evaluation with the
sociocultural lives that we participate in at home and in our work environments leads me to
question this paradigm of assessment in our country.
No discussion of DA would be complete without mention of Reuven Feuerstein.
Feuerstein was an Israeli cognitive psychologist who developed a theory of intelligence, which
states that intelligence is not a static structure but an open dynamic structure that can continue to
develop throughout life. DA was first developed by Feuerstein in the early 1950s to estimate the
learning potential of low-performing children (Feuerstein et al., 1979).
Feuerstein’s work closely paralleled much of Vygotsky’s research (Poehner & Infante,
2017). He advocated dialogic interaction in collaborative activities in the field of special
education in particular. His dialogic approach to DA is particularly suitable in the field of L2
acquisition (Poehner & Lantolf, 2013). Feuerstein was a proponent of interactionist DA
In the field of L2 acquisition, emphasis is placed on two types of DA: interventionist and
interactionist, terms proposed by Lantolf and Poehner (2004). Interventionist DA is when a pretest is given and then systematic prompts are employed. It tends to be very formulaic and follows
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a predetermined set of graduated prompts to be used by the examiner until the learner is able to
complete the task or shows a complete inability to solve the problem, even with assistance from
a More Knowledgeable Other (MKO). The Lantolf and Poehner (2011) study of an elementary
Spanish teacher included later in this paper is an example of interventionist DA.
Conversely, Lantolf & Poehner (2011) described interactionist DA as follows:
Interactionist DA…places no restrictions on mediation but instead demands that the
mediator do everything possible to help the learner stretch beyond his/her current
independent performance, short of giving the answer, although even this might promote
development if it occurs at a propitious point in the interaction. (p. 15)
This type of DA requires both cooperative and dialogic mediation as explained by Feuerstein. It
is not a one-way proposal. One of the disadvantages of interactive DA is that it is impossible (or
at very least difficult) to quantify. Additionally, it is more difficult to implement, as it requires a
mediator who understands and recognizes the needs of the learner and has the ability to adapt
and adjust according to learner and situation.
Regardless of these limitations, I believe that interactionist DA is much more in keeping
with Vygotsky and his writings. In Mind in Society (1978), he wrote:
Development in children never follows school learning the way a shadow follows the
object that casts it. In actuality, there are highly complex dynamic relations between
developmental and learning processes that cannot be encompassed by an unchanging
hypothetical formulation. (p. 91)
Therefore, a prescribed list of predetermined sequential interventions with a learner seems to be
at odds with Vygotsky’s understanding of development and learning.
In discussion of the ZPD, Minick explains:
[The ZPD is] a means of gaining insight into the kinds of psychological processes that the
child might be capable of in the next or proximal phase of development and a means of
identifying the kinds of instruction, or assistance that will be required if the child is to
realize these potentials. (1987, p. 127)
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In research, the ZPD has on occasion been simplified to be another word for scaffolding, a way
to measure learning potential or a way to study efficiency. I do not believe that Vygotsky
intended the ZPD to be a formulaic, systematic, one-size-fits all approach to child development.
As he himself said, “Clearly, the problem cannot be solved by using any one formula”
(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 91).
I continue with a quote about imitation. At first reading, it may seem that Vygotsky
advocates an interventionist approach to DA when he says:
We show the child how such a problem must be solved and watch to see if he can do the
problem by imitating the demonstration. Or we begin to solve the problem and ask the
child to finish it. Or we propose that the child solve the problem that is beyond his mental
age by cooperating with another, more developed child or, finally, we explain to the child
the principle of solving the problem, ask leading questions, analyze the problem for him,
etc. (Vygotsky, 1998, p. 202)
Here Vygotsky seems to go through a list of phases or steps, as they have been called by
proponents of interventionist DA; however, he never indicates that these should be done in any
particular order. Every approach is connected with the conjunction “or” indicating that the
examiner or mediator should be aware of the learner’s needs and abilities.
Vygotsky emphasized, “We must not measure the child, we must interpret the child”
(Vygotsky, 1998, p, 204). Human beings are open rather than closed systems. Learners’ futures
cannot be perfectly predicted based on what they can do today. Finally, DA, and more
specifically interactionist DA allows the MKO to interpret the learner and therefore facilitate his
or her development and learning. As Lidz and Gindis stated: “Traditional standardized
assessment follows the child’s cognitive performance to the point of failure in independent
functioning, whereas DA in the Vygotskian tradition leads the child to the point of achievement
of success in joint or shared activity” (2003, p. 103). We will now look at some specific studies
where DA has been applied in the L2 classroom.
44

2.2.3 Studies Using DA
In the field of L2 acquisition, the trend has general been to apply interactionist DA in
situations where there is one teacher and one learner (Ableeva, 2008, Antón, 2009; Poehner,
2008; Poehner & van Compernolle, 2013). Conversely, studies of interventionist DA with L2
learners have often been classroom based (Davin, 2013; Davin, Troyan, & Hellmann, 2014;
Lantolf & Poehner 2011). This is probably due to the limitation of time and resources of one
teacher to dedicate to more than one student. Therefore, a prescribed list of prompts and
interactions is easier to apply and quantify in a scientific study of DA.
The first study I will explore is an example of interventionist DA with a classroom. The
genesis of this first study is interesting. An elementary school Spanish teacher had studied a
teacher’s guide to L2 DA (Lantolf & Poehner, 2006) and was interested in applying some of the
things she read in her Spanish classroom. This teacher traveled from classroom to classroom in
the school where she taught third- through fifth- grade students ranging in age from 8 to 11 for
15 minutes a day. She was in her third year of teaching. For her lessons, she prepared menus of
mediating moves that she would use with the children arranged in order from most implicit to
most explicit. Her interactions with her students were very systematic. Following is an example
of the prompts she used:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Pause
Repeat the whole phrase questioningly
Repeat just the part of the sentence with the error
Teacher points out that there is something wrong with the sentence. Alternatively, she
can pose this as a question, “What is wrong with that sentence?”
Teacher points out the incorrect word
Teacher asks either/or question (negros o negras?)
Teacher identifies the correct answer
Teacher explains why
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The teacher would then mark a grid showing which mediating prompt was reached with each
child. Over time, the teacher tracked changes in learners’ response to mediation. Through the
observation of this teacher’s use of DA in the L2 classroom, the researchers noted evidence of
language development in the children that may not have been apparent without the application of
DA. It also underscored the individual process of development that is contingent on mediation in
a sociocultural perspective.
My first exposure to this research occurred while I was taking a course on Vygotsky in
my doctoral studies. I was having a difficult time understanding DA and so I did a literature
search to find an example of it in the field of L2 acquisition. As I read this article the first time
and thought about its application in my classroom, I was intrigued by the intervention of a
mediator with graduated responses and could see potential of its use. Since that time, however, I
have recognized that I am a much stronger proponent of interactionist DA than of interventionist
DA. I can see the benefits, especially for a new teacher, of using preprogramed prompts and
rigidly following the protocol of the predetermined procedures. However, in my own practice, I
find that I prefer a much more fluid approach where I determine, based on 1) my prior interaction
with each individual student and 2) my years of experience with the difficulties many students
experience, what prompt each student may need at any given moment.
In the classroom as I apply DA, I often find myself making reference to things that have
happened in an earlier class (“Remember when we wrote about the concert with Camila
Cabello?”) or even something more personal (“You were sitting over by the window with
Emilio.”) and that the freedom to use such prompts bypasses many unneeded steps that my
students may not require to answer correctly. It also facilitates them working in the ZPD more
quickly and more effectively.
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Another more recent study was performed by Davin et al. entitled “Learning to Mediate:
Teacher Appropriation of Dynamic Assessment” (2017). In this study, two pre-service and two
in-service teachers participated in a series of professional development workshops on the
implementation of DA. Observations of these teachers using video, written artifacts, and
participants’ reflections were made pre-DA training and post-DA training and their practice was
compared. It was found that pre-DA training, the teachers tended to exclusively use recasts (a
technique used in language teaching to correct learners’ errors where the teacher repeats the error
back to the learner with needed corrections) in their mediation with students; however, post-DA
training the teachers used graduated prompts as presented in their DA training and fewer recasts.
An interesting finding in this study was that, although all participants used more prompts
and less recasts post-DA training, they did so to varying degrees and with varying
implementation. This study highlights the dynamic nature of DA in that the implementation not
only differed greatly between participants, but also evolved for each teacher throughout the
study. In true Vygotskian fashion, the focus of this study was on the development of the process
more than on the end result. It highlighted the statement by Vygotsky that “Developmental
processes do not coincide with learning processes. Rather, the developmental process lags behind
the learning process; this sequence results in the zone of proximal development” (Vygotsky,
1978, p. 90).
Looking at this study from the perspective of the teacher rather than the learner reminds
the reader that DA is dynamic for all participants. As Vygotsky cites Köhler’s observation,
“[R]esearch on mental endowment inherently tests not only the subject but the experimenter
himself” (as cited in Vygotsky, 1987, p. 99). In my own research and application of DA in the
classroom, this observation was frequently proven to be true and applicable.
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2.2.4 DA and C-DA
The inclusion of DA as a component of C-DA is obvious in that Dynamic Assessment is
included in the name. The novel use of DA in C-DA has more to do with its integration with CL
and GE (Group Evaluation). C-DA finds its uniqueness in this combination. One of the potential
difficulties in the implementation of C-DA lies in the preference of interactionist over
interventionist assessment. Although a more prescribed and clearly outlined process of DA is
much more reproducible and easily imitated, one of the greatest strengths that I see in C-DA is
its dynamic adaptability to the student, the group of students, and the situation. Therefore, I stand
by my preference of interactionist DA.
The other related advantage of C-DA as I see it is that students serve each other as
MKOs, thus enabling the assessment to be beneficial to all as they act as the MKO at times and
as the learner at others. This also enables the instructor to interact with all students because it
lessens the constant demand of the teacher’s expertise.
2.3 Group Evaluation (GE)
If the child barely misses an independent solution of the problem—the solution is not
regarded as indicative of his mental development.
--Lev Vygotsky, Mind in Society
According to Gokhale, individuals are able to achieve higher levels of learning and retain
more information when they work in a group rather than individually. This applies to both the
facilitators of knowledge, the instructors, and the receivers of knowledge, the students (1995). In
the field of L2 acquisition, we have generally embraced the practice of collaborative learning,
emphasizing the importance of pair and group work inside as well as outside of the classroom.
Nonetheless, we continue to insist on the administration of individual, static, formal assessment.
I started this study referencing the words that Lev Vygotsky shared with his daughter when he
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encouraged her to help her classmate that needed assistance. The instrument referenced in this
dialogue between Gita and her father was a final exam. Vygotsky encouraged his daughter, even
in the case of a final exam, to “always help those who need it,” and to “go and ask [her]
classmate about what she didn’t understand” (Vygodskaya, p. 7). Obviously, Vygotsky does not
limit his promotion of collaborative learning to ungraded, unstructured, formative learning. He
extends it to the realm of formal, summative assessment as well.
2.3.1 Vygotsky on GE
In Mind in Society, before introducing the zone of proximal development, Vygotsky
discusses the traditional process of determining a learner’s actual developmental level. He
explains that in studies of development such as in the case of IQ testing, we assume that “only
those things that children can do on their own are indicative of mental abilities” (1978, p. 85).
We then proceed to give the child an array of tests or tasks of varying degrees of difficulty to
perform to thereby determine their level of mental development. Vygotsky proposes an
alternative way of testing:
[W]e [can] offer leading questions or show how the problem is to be solved and the child
then solves it, or…the teacher initiates the solution and the child completes it or solves it
in collaboration with other children. (1978, p. 85, emphasis added)
He explains that “what children can do with the assistance of others might be in some sense even
more indicative of their mental development than what they can do alone” (p. 85, emphasis
added). If we remember, in his definition of the ZPD, Vygotsky talks about “problem solving
under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86, emphasis added). I
find it intriguing that in these three quotes he specifically mentions other children or peers.
Clearly Vygotsky includes in his view of assessment the benefits of peer collaboration. In
speaking about her father as a young boy, Vygodskaya explains:
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Lev was growing up as a sociable boy…. Although far advanced in his abilities and level
of knowledge, he, according to his schoolmates, never acted cocky, or
condescending…and was always ready to help out anyone who needed it. He willingly
and patiently explained difficult topics…. This willingness to help out everyone stayed
with him all his life: his colleagues recalled how he often helped a friend for hours at
times, ignoring fatigue. (1994, p. 2)
This recognition of the advantages of collaborative learning among peers was to carry Vygotsky
and guide his theory throughout his life. He held:
A full understanding of the concept of the zone of proximal development must result in
reevaluation of the role of imitation in learning. An unshakeable tenet of classical
psychology is that only the independent activity of children, not their imitative activity,
indicates their level of mental development. This view is expressed in all current testing
systems. (1978, pp. 87-88)
Additionally, he recognized that all the current testing systems at the time he wrote Mind in
Society expressed this static approach to assessment. Today, we continue to find ourselves with a
similar belief system and an overemphasis of standardized testing as we tend to evaluate mental
development of learners only considering what they can do without the assistance of others.
Vygotsky summed up his belief in this statement: “Human learning presupposes a specific social
nature and a process by which children grow into the intellectual life of those around them”
(1978, p. 88). He also recognized the enhanced capability of children to perform in “collective
activity” (p. 88).
Another issue raised by Vygotsky regarding testing is that we limit our educational
institutions and the concepts to which we expose learners based on this actual level of
development. This promotes a backward orientation and a focus on developmental levels already
reached. He believed that learning with a focus on already reached levels of development is
ineffective and ineffectual (1978).
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2.3.2 Background of GE
Much of what is contained in the English translation of Vygotsky’s work known as Mind
in Society was published originally in 1930. His revolutionary thoughts regarding GE were ahead
of his time, and although the occurrence of GE in our educational institutions is gaining in
popularity, it has continued to be met with skepticism and reluctance.
In 2007, Hargreaves published an article on the validity of collaborative assessment. In
the article, the benefits of collaborative learning are outlined. However, most of the collaborative
assessment in this study was for formative and not summative assessment.
Haberyan and Barnett (2010) in a study of psychology students found that students
benefitted from testing collaboratively whether they studied with a partner or not. A study by
Pandey and Kapitanoff (2011) found that in addition to students receiving higher test scores, test
anxiety was reduced by collaborative testing. Straley and Dupee (2017) and Reiser (2017) found
positive effects on students’ perceived learning and attitude toward mathematics through group
testing, and Reiser (2017) who also studied collaborative testing in the math classroom found
that it resulted in a more relaxed environment and better understanding. Morgan et al. (2007)
found that with group testing in an agricultural classroom, the students expressed benefits
including an increase in exam preparation, reduced anxiety, and learning from others. They also
felt they were exposed to new ideas, and were allowed to think more critically.
According to Ewald (2005), although collaborative learning is frequently implemented in
the L2 classroom, it is seldom used during formal evaluative tasks. The argument has been made
that although formal collaborative assessments “are not a reliable testing tool because they
cannot accurately measure an individual’s knowledge, …they are a versatile learning tool
(emphasis in original)” (Jensen et al. 2002, p. 29). In a paper from 2004, Donato, a proponent of
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collaborative learning in the L2 classroom claims that “collaboration is a powerful concept that
moves us beyond reductive input-output models of interaction and acknowledges the importance
of goals, the mutuality of learning in activity and collective human relationships” (pp. 299-300).
Nonetheless, collaboration on formal assessment, whether in the form of quizzes or exams, has
been greatly overlooked and underutilized.
2.3.3 Studies Using GE
Study of the implementation practice of formal collaborative assessment in university
classrooms outside the field of L2 acquisition has received some attention. Studies have been
performed in fields related to health profession such as nursing (Lusk & Conklin, 2003), and
chiropractic medicine (Meseke et al. 2010); in social sciences such as sociology (Slusser &
Erickson, 2006, Breedlove et al., 2004), and English (Russo & Warren, 1999); and in
mathematical fields such as statistics (Hanshaw, 2012), and accounting (VanderLaan, 2010).
These studies have resulted in an overall positive effect of formal collaborative assessment in
areas such as learners’ self-perception of success, reduction of anxiety, development of critical
thinking skills, motivation, and even acquisition and retention of knowledge, as well as course
performance.
In 2013, Ruddick published an interesting study on collaborative testing to reduce test
anxiety at a Japanese university with ESL students. In this study, a control group of 24 students
participated in individual testing and a study group of 24 students participated in collaborative
testing. Both groups completed instruments to measure anxiety prior to taking six different tests.
In this particular study, no significant difference in anxiety was shown between the control group
(which took the exams individually) and the test group (which took the exams in groups). that
took the exams individually. Along a similar vein, Swain in 2001 performed a study of L2 oral
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dialogic group testing (Swain, 2001). In 2016, Khodareza and Shabani conducted a study of 92
ESL university students in which one group participated in collaborative vocabulary testing and
the other in individual testing and found vocabulary acquisition to be enhanced in the
collaborative group.
In 2005, Jennifer Ewald conducted the aforementioned study of collaborative formal
assessment in a second year, first semester university Spanish class. In this study, she
administered a quiz to her students that would count as roughly two percent of their final grade
in which she allowed them to choose to work in small groups. She recorded the conversations of
the small groups to count the number of Language-Related Episodes (LREs) as defined by Swain
and Lapkin (1998) which are “any part of a dialogue where the students talk about the language
they are producing, question their language use, or correct themselves or others” (p. 326). After
the quiz, the students answered a questionnaire exploring their experience to the collaborative
quiz (Ewald, 2005). In this study, Ewald found that group testing “does not necessarily result in
cheating, freeloading, or easy points, but instead served as a “learning tool” or “an occasion for
learning” (p. 580).
2.3.4 GE and C-DA
As I stated earlier, GE is the component of C-DA that has received the least attention and
study. However, I believe that it has great potential in contributing to the understanding of L2
teaching and acquisition due to the potential benefits of lowering student anxiety, development
of critical thinking skills, and increased student motivation.
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2.4 Group-Dynamic Assessment (G-DA)
Since teaching depends on immature, but maturing processes and the whole area of these
processes is encompassed by the zone of proximal development of the child, the optimum
time for teaching both the group and each individual child is established at each age by
the zone of their proximal development.
--Lev Vygotsky, The Problem of Age
The first mention of Group-Dynamic Assessment was made in a 2007 paper by Matthew
Poehner in his concluding remarks. In response to the challenge of implementing DA in a
classroom with many learners, he suggested the approach of mediating groups instead of
individuals. Then in 2009, Poehner published his paper “Group Dynamic Assessment: Mediation
for the L2 Classroom.”
2.4.1 Vygotsky on G-DA
From the above quote by Vygotsky, it is clear that he recognized the potential of a group
ZPD when he said, “[T]he optimum time for teaching both the group and each individual child is
established at each age by the zone of their proximal development” (Vygotsky 1998, p. 204,
emphasis added). The notion of a group ZPD is an intriguing one, but certainly not an
unexplored idea for Vygotsky. He posited that “an essential feature of learning” is that it
“awakens a variety of internal developmental processes that are able to operate only when the
child is interacting with people in his environment and in cooperation with his peers” (1978, p.
90). If the goal of education is learning, peer collaboration is essential, and within the realm of
peer cooperation the zone of proximal development is created. Vygotsky also explains that “the
motivation, skills, and attitudes necessary for…social participation…can be fully achieved only
with the assistance of their peers and elders (1978, p. 129). Clearly, the concept of a group ZPD
and group learning as well as assessment was at least considered by Vygotsky.
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2.4.2 Background of G-DA
The first mention of a group ZPD that I could find in the literature is in a paper by
Aloimonos (1994) in which he labels “the development of relationships among the coordinator,
tutor, Aboriginal students and lecturer…a group zone of proximal development” (p. 298-299). In
1997, Nyikos and Hashimoto explored the notion of a group zone of proximal development
applied to groups of L2 learners. Recognizing that each member of a group would maintain an
individual ZPD, when working as a group, this zone could be extended to a group situation
(Nyikos & Hasimoto, 1997).
Tudge (1992) explains the process of a group jointly solving a problem thus:
[I]ndividuals come to a task, problem, or conversation with their own subjective ways of
making sense of it. If they then discuss their differing viewpoints, shared understanding
may be attained…. [I]n the course of communication, participants may arrive at some
mutually agreed-upon…understanding. (p. 1365)
This shared, attained understanding by the group is essential in an exploration of a group ZPD,
because as individuals, the result would invariably be different.
The use of the term “group ZPD” has seen increasing use in the past 20 years (Jones &
Carter, 2005; Thompson et al., 2005; Mirzaei et al., 2010; Antón, 2015; Chuang, 2018).
According to Poehner, G-DA is similar to DA in that it offers mediation to learners in
constructing a ZPD (2011). However, G-DA additionally recognizes the existence of a group
ZPD. With G-DA, the group functions as a social entity that extends beyond individual
performance and therefore frequently presents opportunities for performance beyond the
capability of individual learners. To achieve a group ZPD and therefore G-DA, the group must
be presented with a problem that is beyond the capability of any individual member of the group.
For G-DA to occur, it is necessary for the teacher to actively engage the entire group in its
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interactions. Even in the occasion where the teacher interacts one-on-one with a learner, it is in
the presence of the whole group and therefore applicable as G-DA.
Poehner proposes two approaches to G-DA: concurrent G-DA where the teacher
dialogues with the entire group, and cumulative G-DA, where “the teacher conducts a series of
one-on-one DA interactions as the group works toward mastery of a problem” (2009, p. 478). In
both approaches, the teacher is given more latitude than in individual DA and has the opportunity
to work all individuals in the class collectively, thus achieving G-DA.
2.4.3 Studies Using G-DA
In 2014, Khonamri and Irannejad conducted a specific study of G-DA exploring L1
transfer errors in writing. In this study they showed that peer interaction in writing revision is
effective in raising student awareness of L1 transfer errors. Additional studies G-DA in Iranian
EFL classrooms have also been conducted in recent years (Hashemi Shaahraki et al., 2014; Fani
& Rashtchi, 2015; Mehri & Amerian, 2015, Saniei et al., 2015; Sanaeeifar & Divcolaii, 2019).
2.4.4 G-DA and C-DA
The intention now is to differentiate G-DA from C-DA. G-DA clearly includes to some
extent the idea of CL in that it attempts to facilitate learning and problem solving within social
groups. The application of DA in G-DA is clear. In 2009, Poehner published the article “Group
Dynamic Assessment: Mediation for the L2 Classroom” in which he clearly defined the concept.
In this study, Poehner applied the concept of G-DA to a previously performed study done by
Gibbons (2003) in which he demonstrated how Gibbons had conducted G-DA by offering
mediating support to individuals in a classroom setting where all students can benefit. He then
revisited a study by Lantolf and Poehner (2011) and showed it as an example of cumulative GDA. This is the study that I reviewed in the section above on Dynamic Assessment. In this study,
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although the teacher interacted with individual students in a one-on-one fashion, it was always in
a group setting and all members of the group benefited.
In both C-DA and G-DA, the practice of DA is with a group of students instead of oneon-one with individual students, C-DA extends beyond that practice. In CL, individual students
are encouraged and often required to serve as the MKO due to class size and the type of project
in which each group collaboratively completes. Likewise, the students mutually practice DA by
offering suggestions and opinions to improve group output. The third component of C-DA, that
of Group Evaluation (GE) is not explicitly addressed in Poehner’s presentation of G-DA.
Furthermore, there is little emphasis on collaborative learning aspects in G-DA and the MKO
that is most recognized and vital to the construct is the teacher. Therefore, the primary
differences between C-DA and G-DA are as follows:
1) An essential component of C-DA is CL with peers. Learners continually work together as
social groups to solve a problem or complete a project. On the other hand, in G-DA, the
social aspects of learning may be teacher driven instead of peer driven.
2) GE is an essential part of C-DA. With C-DA, GE is more frequent than individual testing.
This GE is also enhanced by DA provided by the teacher to the group. Little mention of
GE is made with G-DA.
3) DA is vital in both G-DA and C-DA. It is in both of their names. However, with C-DA,
assistance to the learners is divided between peers and the teacher. In nearly all cases
with C-DA, students mutually serve as the principle MKO, whereas in G-DA, that role is
relegated almost completely to the teacher. With C-DA, the teacher dynamically assists
only when the group has difficulty in finding solutions without further assistance.
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2.5 Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA)
In the sphere of emotions, where sensation and affect reign, neither understanding nor
real communication is possible, but only affective contagion.
--Lev Vygotsky, Thought and Language
Anxiety in the L2 classroom is a long-recognized limitation to L2 acquisition (Horwitz et
al., 1986; Aida et al., 1994; Azher et al., 2010, Dewaele & Al-Sarai, 2015; Dewaele & Dewaele
2017, Estaji & Frahanynia, 2019; Horwitz, 2010; Tuncer & Doğan, 2015; Zheng & Cheng,
2018). The link between learning a L2 and feeling anxious about it goes back at least to the turn
of the twentieth century (Grandgent, 1907) and probably further back than that. In 1982, Krashen
published “The Affective Filter Hypothesis” wherein he put a name to this connection and
posited a reason for L2 instructors to be aware of this anxiety. The affective filter is a
psychological filter that can either aid or deter the process of language acquisition. He asserts
that emotions such as anxiety, self-doubt, and boredom can interfere with language acquisition
(1982). Then in 1986, Horwitz published her study entitled “Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety” which included the FLCAS, an instrument intended to quantify student anxiety in the
L2 classroom.
2.5.1 Vygotsky on FLCA
Before either Krashen or Horwitz wrote anything on the topic, Vygotsky wrote
extensively on the impact that emotion can have on language learning and development. He
believed that “In the sphere of emotions, where sensation and affect reign, neither understanding
nor real communication is possible, but only affective contagion” (1986, 8).
In his work Thought and Language, he explored at length the connection between
thought and language, saying the following:

58

When we approach the problem of the interrelation between thought and language and
other aspects of mind, the first question that arises is that of intellect and affect. Their
separation as subjects of study is a major weakness of traditional psychology, since it
makes the thought process appear as an autonomous flow of ‘thoughts thinking
themselves,’ segregated from the fullness of life, from the personal needs and interests,
the inclinations and impulses, of the thinker.” (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 112)
Here, he acknowledges the connection between intellect and emotion and that the two cannot be
separated. He understood that thought is engendered by “our desires and needs, our interests and
emotions” (1986, p. 252).
2.5.2 Background of FLCA
Since Krashen’s and Horwitz’ seminal papers were published in the 1980s, there has been
a continued interest and study of Krashen’s “Affective Filter” and Horwitz’ “Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety.” There have been studies performed supporting Krashen’s Affective Filter
Hypothesis (Lin, 2008; Zen & Apriana, 2015) and some criticisms of his hypothesis (Zafar,
2009; Fry, 2012). Likewise, there have been many studies performed on FLCA using Horwitz’
FLCAS (Azher et al., 2010; Dewaele et al., 2016) as well as studies of the FLCAS itself (Aida,
1994; Sparks & Ganschow, 2007).
2.5.3 Studies Using FLCA
In the past three years, some studies have been performed investigating the link between
FLCA and the application of Vygotskian methods in the L2 classroom. Estaji and Farahanynia
(2019) conducted a study of the application of interactionist DA compared to interventionist DA
with 34 Iranian ESL learners. Horwitz’ FLCAS was also administered to the participants. In this
study, it was found that with both groups, oral proficiency in the target language increased and
anxiety decreased; however, the findings from the semi-structured interviews performed
indicated that the students participating in interactionist DA experienced more anxiety than those
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participating in interventionist DA. The researchers attributed this higher level of anxiety with
interactionist DA to an increased sense of interruption and “losing face” (p. 135).
A similar study was performed by Ahmadi Safa & Behesthti (2018) also in Iran with two
groups of ESL students: one participating in interactionist G-DA and the other in interventionist
G-DA. This study also included a control group where no DA was implemented. In this study, it
was found that interactionist G-DA was more effective than both interventionist G-DA and the
control group. Although the interventionist G-DA seemed to be more effective than no DA, there
was not a statistically significant difference.
A third study, also closely related to my research, was performed by Farokhi Pour et al.,
(2018). In this study, the FLCAS was administered and 10 students demonstrating high levels of
anxiety were chosen to participated as the experimental group. Dynamic assessment based on
Vygotskian theory was implemented. After the study, the FLCAS was readministered and the
students showed a significant reduction in anxiety.
2.5.4 FLCA and C-DA
The first research question of this study is related to the effect that C-DA may have on
FLCA. Stemming back to my first exposure in the 1990s to Krashen’s affective filter hypothesis
as my recognition of the interference of anxiety in L2 acquisition, I proposed that the
implementation of C-DA in the L2 classroom might have a positive effect in lowering anxiety.
For this reason, the study was created: to determine what the impact of C-DA is on FLCA.
2.6 Conclusion
This chapter reviews the literature on the three components of C-DA: Collaborative
Learning (CL), Dynamic Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE). It also places them
within the construct of C-DA. Group-Dynamic Assessment (G-DA) is also reviewed and
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differentiated from C-DA. Finally, the literature on FLCA is reviewed and studies similar to this
dissertation study are also explored.
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Chapter 3: Materials and Methods: The Implementation of C-DA
Chapter 3 of my dissertation describes the context in which the research was carried out
and the methods used to explore the research questions. After a restatement of the research
questions presented in Chapter 1, this chapter explains in detail what is meant by CollaborativeDynamic Assessment (C-DA), describing the application of Vygotskian methodology in 1)
everyday instruction; 2) informal, formative assessment; as well as in 3) formal, summative
assessment. The choice of conducting a mixed-method case study is argued and justified
including the limitations presented in this research.
This chapter will also introduce the participants, detailing their recruitment as well as the
methods used to group them throughout the study. The quantitative instruments used in the
study, including the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) (Horwitz, 1986), the
Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire (PEGTQ) (based on Vanderlaan, 2010), and the formal,
summative exams given in class are also described in detail. The choices of when and how to
administer these instruments are also explained. The qualitative elements used in the study
including the semi-structured interviews and the recorded observations of C-DA are described
and discussed as is the creation and justification for inclusion of the Focus-Student Narratives
(FSNs) as the format for presenting much of the qualitative data in the study. Finally, the data
analysis plan of both the quantitative as well as the qualitative elements are detailed including
the procedures contributing to the mixing of the data.
3.1 Introduction
This study was conducted to explore the implementation of C-DA in a third-semester
Spanish course at a medium sized university in the southern region of the United States. The
study was to investigate the students’ as well as the instructor’s perceived impact of C-DA on
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Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA) as well as students’ general perceptions of C-DA
and issues that arose in its implementation. It was conducted over two consecutive semesters
with two sections of the course being studied each semester.
3.1.1 Research Questions
The study explored the implementation of C-DA in a third semester university Spanish
classroom. The research questions to be answered were as follows:
1. What is Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA) and how is it implemented in a third
semester university Spanish classroom?
2. What are the impacts of the implementation of C-DA on Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety (FLCA)?
3. What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the Second Language (L2) classroom?
3.1.2 Description of Design
This case study took place between January and December 2019 over two semesters in
four different sections of Intermediate Spanish I, a third semester university course. To answer
the research questions, a fully mixed sequential equal status design was followed as defined by
Leech and Onwuegbuzie, meaning that qualitative and quantitative research was mixed within
several stages of the research process (as seen in the PEGTQ), that at times the research occurred
sequentially (as in the case of the selection of focus students after completion of the post-course
FLCAS), and that both the quantitative and qualitative elements were given approximately equal
weight (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2009). The study was initiated with the administration of the
quantitative 33-item FLCAS to determine students pre-course level of anxiety. Then C-DA was
implemented in the classroom. The researcher/instructor kept detailed notes and memos of dayto-day classroom practices that were later analyzed and coded. In the case of some of the formal
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exams, recordings were made of C-DA which were then transcribed. After the administration of
formal exams, participants were invited to anonymously complete the PEGTQ which contained
both quantifiable items as well as open-ended questions. Toward the end of the course, the
participants completed the post-course FLCAS and a pair-wise t-test was conducted to identify
those students whose anxiety was most affected by the application of C-DA. Based on these
results and on in-class observations, focus students were selected to participate in semistructured interviews to discuss their experiences with C-DA. An attempt was made to select
focus students who showed a significant decrease in anxiety, a significant increase in anxiety,
and no significant change in anxiety. The interviews were transcribed and coded and then written
as FSNs to present the data generated from the interviews. On several occasions during the
study, classroom practices were recorded and transcribed. From these interviews, detailed
classroom observation narratives were written. Figure 6 is a graphic representation of the
research design.
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PRE-COURSE FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLASSROOM ANXIETY SCALE (FLCAS)

Quantitative survey to measure
student anxiety

Used for forming student
groups

Pre-course FLCAS to be
compared with Post-course

APPLICATION OF C-DA IN THE CLASSROOM

Collaborative Learning (CL)

Dynamic Assessment (DA)

Group Evaluation (GE)

CODED CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

Day by Day Instruction

During Formal Exams

POST-EXAM GROUP TESTING QUESTIONNAIRE (PEGTQ)

Quantitative Items to Assess Student Perceptions

Qualitative Open-Ended Items

POST-COURSE FLCAS

Compared with Pre-course FLCAS using pair wise
t-test

Used to select focus studnets for semi structured
interviews

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

Conducted with Focus Students

Transcribed and Coded

Used to Create Focus-student
Narratives (FSNs)

DATA ANALYSIS

Results from Quantitative Instruments

Findings from Qualitative Components

MIXING

Triangulation of Quantitative and Qualitative Data for Discussion

Figure 6. Mixed-methods Research Design: C-DA in the L2 Classroom
Mixed-methods Research Design: C-DA in the L2 Classroom
Note. Items in orange primarily contribute to the quantitative aspects of the research. Items in
green primarily contribute to the qualitative aspects of the research. Items in yellow primary
contribute to the mixed methods aspects of the research.
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3.1.3 Background and Rationale for Design Choice
From the introduction of Vygotskian Sociocultural Theory (SCT) in the United States
starting in about 1978, much has been written and much research has been done regarding its
application in the classroom, especially in the field of second language acquisition (Vygotsky,
1978; Lantolf, 1993; Donato & Brooks, 2004; Wells, 1999; Hall, 1995; Swain & Lapkin, 2013;
Antón & DiCamilla, 1998). This is due in part to the Vygotskian focus on language as a tool and
the aspects of cultural learning in his theory. The research in this study explores the application
of sociocultural learning and adds to the extant body of research. In particular, it explores the
implementation as well as the effectiveness of C-DA, the melding of Collaborative Learning
(CL), Dynamic Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE), and its effect on FLCA (Horwitz
et al., 1986). Additionally, it looks at student perceptions of the application of these three
elements of C-DA. In the field of L2 acquisition, much research related to DA and CL has been
conducted; however, the field of GE in the L2 classroom is one where little research has been
done although a fair amount of research has been done in other fields (Hanshaw, 2012; Meseke
et al., 2010; Vanderlaan, 2010). This study will attempt to fill that gap as well as look at the
combination of these three elements used in tandem in the L2 classroom.
3.1.4 Narrative Analysis Approach
A narrative analysis approach was employed for the presentation of much of the research
in this dissertation. Riessman describes narrative analysis as “a family of methods for
interpreting texts that have in common a storied form” (2008, p. 11). For me as a researcher, the
emergent design that I witnessed and experienced is best relayed in the form of an unfolding
story. Adams et al. explains:
[An autoethnography shows] people in the process of figuring out what to do, how to
live, and the meaning of their struggles…. Social life is messy, uncertain, and emotional.
66

If our desire is to research social life, then we must embrace a research method that, to
the best of its/our ability, acknowledges and accommodates mess and chaos, uncertainty
and emotion. (Adams, 2015, p. 9).
In my journey of discovery of C-DA, I have fully participated in the process of figuring out what
to do, dealing with struggles, and this journey has had its own share of messiness, uncertainty,
and emotion. Although my narrative is not an autoethnography, it does possess many of the
characteristics of one in the description of my process as well as in the narratives written about
my students.
3.1.5 Statement of Limitations
There are several evident limitations to this study. A first limitation is regarding the
sample size. The study included only 64 students (n=64). To have a clearer picture of the impact
of C-DA in the L2 classroom, this number would need to be much larger. A second limitation is
related to the geography and culture of the context of the study. All of the participants were
students at the same regional university and therefore many had similar backgrounds. There was
little diversity in the sample.
A third limitation is that the researcher conducting the study and the instructor
implementing C-DA in the classroom are the same person. To decrease the bias of the study, it
would be important to separate these roles; however, the participation of the instructor in the
study did give the opportunity for a more intimate understanding of the participants. Separating
these roles has potential of leading to greater limitations.
3.2 Vygotskian Methods in the Classroom
In Chapter 1 and 2 of this dissertation, C-DA is defined as the melding of Collaborative
Learning (CL) (Oxford, 1997), Dynamic Assessment (DA) (Lantolf & Poehner, 2011), and
Group Evaluation (GE) (Hanshaw, 1982; 2012) in all aspects of instruction and assessment in the
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classroom. In Chapter 3, a clear description with examples is presented to further elucidate the
nuanced components of C-DA in real-world application. C-DA, as used in this study, will be
deconstructed into these three components and then reconstructed as a whole.
3.2.1 Collaborative Learning in Everyday Instruction
To present the element of CL in this study, I will first describe a typical day in the
classroom. The students start arriving about 10 minutes before the class begins. They have
previously been assigned to a group of three to four students. Each group has a binder that
contains worksheets and assignments that are to be completed within their groups. The first five
minutes of class, the groups are assigned a topic with accompanying vocabulary to discuss.
During this time, no English is to be spoken. All communication is done in the target language.
As they participate in this communicative activity, the instructor moves through the classroom
and participate with them, listening to their conversations, asking questions, and answering any
questions the students may have.
At the end of this “Spanish Only” period, the groups begin working on their contextual
assignments. (See Appendix F for an example.) While the groups are working on these projects,
they are free to negotiate meanings in both English and Spanish. They can use their books,
dictionaries, and other resources they bring to class including their phones, their laptops, and
other digital devices. (As a side note, I have considered limiting the use of students’ phones
during this portion of the class due to the fact that I find the student grow increasingly reliant on
their phones; however, I have not as yet implemented that policy.) The instructor moves from
group to group, answering questions, commenting on what the students have written, pointing
out errors they may have made, but not correcting the errors. Instead, the instructor guides them
to find the answers on their own by reminding them of examples they have seen, referring them
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to notes they have taken or handouts they have received, referencing their textbook and sections
that may be beneficial, briefly (re)teaching the group a concept that they may be struggling with,
or providing other helps that may enable them to collaboratively solve any issues they may be
having. Formal lectures are seldom if ever given to the entire class. There are days that the class
as a whole is never addressed. The most time spent talking to the whole class is usually less than
5 minutes per 50-minute class period. On occasion, the instructor will write information on the
dry erase board to help guide students if it seems that several groups are struggling with a similar
problems or issues, but other than that, the groups of students largely work together and learn
collaboratively with assistance from the instructor as needed.
As in most classroom settings, there are a couple of rules. If a student arrives late, the
group determines if that student receives full credit for that day’s assignment. If a student is
absent, that student cannot make up the missed in-class assignments. Lastly, all students must
contribute equally to any written products generated during these in-class activities. To facilitate
this equal division of writing, it is strongly encouraged that the students change “writers” every
sentence, and on every written project this should be evidenced by approximately equal
representation of each group member’s handwriting.
3.2.2 Informal, Formative Assessment
The assessment associated with this daily collaborative learning, although usually
formative in nature, includes my defining characteristics of C-DA in that the students work
together, scaffolding one another’s responses, and serve mutually as “more knowledgeable
others” (MKOs). As the instructor/facilitator, I dynamically assist each group, helping them
through the process of learning by guiding them as needed, without giving them answers.
Informal summative assessment is being performed continuously as the instructor moves through
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the classroom. It is usually evident quite quickly which groups are actively participating, and as
there is dialogue happening between the students from the moment they walk through the door,
all students know that questions and comments are not only encouraged, but necessary. If it
appears that one or two students are being left out of the discussion or that one student is
dominating the conversation, the instructor intervenes and reminds the group that the work is
collaborative.
Early on in my implementation of C-DA, I did not have the rule that all students needed
to write equally on every task the group performed. It was the students themselves that
implemented this practice. After about the first three weeks of the first semester, I noticed that
several groups were passing the paper, worksheet, or activity after each question or item.
However, in one group in particular, one of my “overachieving” students was doing most, if not
all, of the writing. I sensed the frustration of the group and observed that this particular student
would on occasion not even allow the members of her group to see what she was writing or
working on. A member of another group noticed this and suggested that we establish the
“everyone writes equally” rule. After that early change, I seldom witnessed blatant exclusion of
group members in collaborative learning.
3.2.3 Dynamic Assessment (DA)
A second element of C-DA is Dynamic Assessment (DA) itself. DA is based on the Zone
of Proximal Development (ZPD), perhaps the most discussed aspect of SCT. It is defined by
Vygotsky as "the distance between the actual developmental level [of a learner] as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem solving under adult guidance, or in collaboration with more capable peers" (Vygotsky
1978, p 86). In my research, I focus on DA in problem solving both “under adult guidance” and
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“in collaboration with more capable peers.” During informal as well as formal assessment, as the
instructor/facilitator, I serve as the “adult guidance,” always making myself available to answer
questions or offer suggestions. During informal, formative as well as formal assessment, I move
through the classroom, looking over the information being discussed or written by the groups. I
frequently point out areas of concern and/or potential errors and on occasion take the opportunity
to (re)teach previously covered material with the group. I do not give the answers, but I do guide
the students and often give reminders to help them find the answers together. I often refer to
exercises completed during previous class sessions, saying for example, “¿Te acuerdas del día
cuando vimos el arte de Botero y ustedes escribieron lo que cambiarían en la pintura usando el
condicional? Pues, eso es lo que estamos haciendo ahora.” (“Do you remember the day when
we saw Botero’s art and you all wrote what you would change in the painting using the
conditional tense? That is what we are doing here.”) Then, if they still are confused, I may
reiterate and emphasize the conditional tense in the sentence I used previously (“cambiarían”).
After leaving them to discuss it and try to work through the “problem” with their group, I move
to another group to help with any difficulties they may be having. Invariably I return to the group
that was struggling. If it appears that they collaboratively have worked through the problem, I
commend them and move on. However, if they continue to struggle, in this specific case, I may
choose a verb and with their help, create a conjugation tree using the conditional tense of that
verb.
The first few formal exams where I used this pattern of DA, I was concerned that all of
my students would get everything perfectly right and that the information I would glean from the
exams would be devoid of any useful data. I was surprised to discover that even with this style of
dynamic help given to the students, it was still obvious what difficulties they were having. In
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other words, I could see evidence of their group level of actual development as well as their
group zone of proximal development. It was also clear that there were things the students were
incapable of doing even with collaboration with their peers and/or help from the instructor,
therefore indicating that some things were beyond the groups’ zone of proximal development.
The day following a formal exam, I re-administered two sections of the exam to all of the
students as individuals to serve as a control of individual learning. I was then able to compare the
collaborative results of the exam with the individual results of the retest sections as a clearer
indication of what the students’ new level of actual development was as well as an indication of
the learning that took place during the process of formal C-DA. This was one of the few
practices where individual assessment occurred during the study.
The ZPD is often misunderstood as something that is static in an individual, but I see it as
being completely dynamic, meaning that it changes, dependent upon the sociocultural construct
in which a learner finds him or herself. In CL, peers continually serve as “More Knowledgeable
Others” (MKOs) as they all have differing levels of understanding and development. Therefore,
the ZPD is not a set construct, but one that is dynamic; that changes as a result of the people
collaborating. It is social, not individual.
In my classroom, DA applies to both informal and formal assessment as well as to
formative and summative assessment. During assignments, quizzes, and exams, which for the
most part are completed collaboratively, I observed the output of the students and gave “helps”
as needed in the form of reminders, hints, and cautions. The groups then attempted to adapt their
output. The students were also free to request assistance at any time. Specific answers were not
given, instead, based on my prior knowledge of students’ as well as groups’ abilities, only hints
were given.
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An important aspect of DA is first defining the actual level of development of the
students to ensure that they are working within their ZPDs. To assist in determining each
students’ actual level of development, at the beginning of the semester, each student completed a
language assessment using WebCAPE (Larsen, 1989) and also participate in an iSPi (See
Appendix E) with the instructor. Additionally, through daily observation and interaction with the
students, each individual’s actual level of development was assessed as was each group’s actual
level of development.
3.2.4 Group Evaluation (GE) and Assessment
A third fundamental component of C-DA is that of Group Evaluation (GE). As
mentioned earlier, this element is the part of C-DA that is most difficult to find in the literature.
GE in the C-DA classroom occurs every day. As the students work together on in-class
assignments, as they complete group projects, and as they participate in daily discussions in the
target language at the beginning of class, they are being evaluated as groups.
In addition to this formative group assessment, they also participate in group summative
assessment. During the semester, three unit exams are given. To avoid the pitfall of students
dividing up the test sections and only studying one portion of the material covered on the exams,
thereby working cooperatively instead of collaboratively, the students are (re)assigned to new
groups on the day of the exams. Therefore, the students do not know with whom they will be
grouped until they arrive in class the day of the formal assessment. Each group is given one
printed test to complete collaboratively. Just as with in-class work, all students’ handwriting
needs to appear on each section of each exam approximately equally. The groups receive a group
grade (meaning all students in the group receive the same grade) on the exams. During the exam,
they are able to negotiate answers but do not have access to their notes, their textbook,
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dictionaries, their phones, or other digital devices. The tests consist of open-ended scenarios,
usually written in English, with clear instructions of what is required to be included in the answer
to receive full credit. A sample of a group test is included as Appendix G.
3.3 Context of the Study
Here I will discuss the setting of the study as well as the study’s participants. I will
include demographic information about the students and the procedures involved in their
recruitment. I will then explain the criteria used for student grouping at each stage of the study.
3.3.1 C-DA With Intermediate University Students of L2 Spanish
The decision to focus on C-DA with intermediate university Spanish students was made
in part due to the ability of most students, after a minimum of two semesters of university level
Spanish, to communicate in the target language using more than fixed expressions and
memorized dialogues. Although the majority of the learners at this level have completed two
prior semesters of university Spanish and in many cases additional study of the L2 in preuniversity education, the participating students represent a wide diversity of mastery of the
language. This diversity of mastery was beneficial to the study because it allowed groupings of
learners of varied levels, a practice which has been shown to be beneficial, and “a necessary
condition for collaborative learning” (Curşeu & Pluut, 2013, p. 88). Because a necessary
component of C-DA occurs between peers, this diversity of levels of proficiency was beneficial
as it allowed for groupings of learners of varied levels (Vygotsky, 1978). Additionally, at the
university where this study was performed, every semester there are generally at least two
sections of Intermediate Spanish offered, thus enabling the researcher access to at least two
groups of students at this level each semester. I should note here that the term “intermediate”
when referring to the participants in the study only defines the name given to the course and is
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not indicative of the level of proficiency of the individual students. Although proficiency tests
were completed by the participants, these tests were not used to designate them as “intermediate”
students.
3.3.2 Participants
All participants in the study were enrolled in a third-semester Spanish course at a medium
sized regional university, defined as one that has between 5,000 and 15,000 students (College
Data), in the southern region of the United States. The study was conducted over two
consecutive semesters and during each semester two sections of the course participated in the
study. Sixty-four students (n=64) signed consent forms to participate in the study. Among the
participants 10 (16%) were freshmen, 18 (28%) were sophomores, 18 (28%) were juniors, and
16 (25%) were seniors. Regarding gender, 19 (30%) self-identified as male and 45 (70%) as
female. They ranged in age from 18 to 47 with the mean age being approximately 23 years. The
average university GPA was 3.3 with the lowest GPA being 1.7 and the highest being 4.0. There
were 27 psychology, 10 English, 12 social science, 2 social work, 3 Spanish, 3 STEM, 1
business, 1 education, and 2 organizational leadership majors. This is reflective of the second
language degree requirement at the institution where the study was conducted, as Intermediate
Spanish is required for psychology, history, political science, and Spanish. Of the participants, 40
(63%) were Pell Grant eligible at the start of the course, eight (13%) were classified as nontraditional students (The National Center for Education Statistics defines nontraditional students
as meeting one of seven characteristics: delayed enrollment into postsecondary education; parttime attendance; full-time employment; financially independent for financial aid purposes; has
dependents other than a spouse; is a single parent; or does not have a high school diploma)
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(Pelletier, 2010).), and 14 (22%) were first generation college students. This information is
shown in Table 3.
Table 3. Participant Demographic Information
Participant Demographic Information
Participants by Age
Age Range: 18 to 47 years
Average age
University GPA
GPA Range: 1.7 to 4.0
Average GPA
Participants by Gender
Female
45 70%
Male
Participants by College Class
Freshman
10 16% Junior
Sophomore
18 28% Senior
Other Demographic Information
Pell Grant Eligible:
Non-traditional Status:
First Generation Students:

19
18
16
40
8
14

Participants by Major
23 Psychology
27 42%
Social science
12 19%
3.3 English
10 16%
Spanish
3
5%
30% STEM
3
5%
Social work
2
3%
28% Organizational leadership
2
3%
25% Business
1
2%
Education
1
2%
63% Other
3
5%
13%
Participants minoring in Spanish
22% Pre-course
Post-course
10 16%
15 23%

Fifty-one of the participants (n=51) completed the demographic section of the PEGTQ.
Of these, 75% indicated that they were taking Spanish because it was required for their major.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of the respondents indicated that they had taken two or more
semesters of Spanish at the university. Additionally, 45% indicated that they had had 1 to 2 years
of High School Spanish, but only 14% indicated that they had had three or more years in High
School. Six percent (6%) were majoring in Spanish, 14% were minoring in Spanish and only 8%
indicated that they were taking Spanish to learn the language. Of the 51 respondents, 61%
indicated that they had friends or family members that speak Spanish with a wide range of
caveats. One said that most of his friends are Hispanic; others explained that although they have
friends that speak Spanish, these friends tend not to use Spanish in the participants’ company.
Several mentioned family members, including parents, siblings, and spouses that speak Spanish.
Eight percent (8%) indicated that their family speaks Spanish as their first language.
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Thirty-five percent (35%) of the respondents indicated that they had spent time in a
Spanish-speaking country, but the majority for only short periods of time, usually on a cruise or
other vacation. Several had spent longer periods of time in Spanish speaking countries; on
mission trips, summer stays with family, or extended visits to Perú, Guatemala, México, or
Ecuador.
When asked how they saw themselves using Spanish in the future, 43% of the
respondents mentioned employment (“help develop English teaching programs in Spanishspeaking countries,” “want to be a bilingual doctor”); travel; and personal (“communicate with
girlfriend’s family,” “understand/write music in Spanish,” “casual communication at church”).
In response to the question of how they saw themselves using Spanish in the future, six indicated
that they did not plan to use it much (“Very little,” “Situation may pop up but I won’t seek it out,”
“Not much if any,” “Not very well”) whereas others were more optimistic of their future use
responding with “If I’m confident and comfortable,” “I can see how it could help,” “Fluently,”
and “I understand Spanish better with three semesters of university Spanish.”
The participants were also asked to rank their perceived strengths and weaknesses with
Spanish. Forty-one percent (41%) of the participants indicated that reading in Spanish was their
greatest strength followed by writing (32%) and understanding (26%) the language. The
participants indicated their weaknesses to be speaking the language (59%), grammar (41%), and
vocabulary (26%). (See Table 4.)
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Table 4. Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire Demographic Information
Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire (PEGTQ)Demographic Information Breakdown
Previous Spanish Experience:
1 to 2 years HS
14
41% Required for my major
24 71%
3 or more years HS
5
15% Majoring in Spanish
2
6%
2 or more semesters at university
25
74% Minoring in Spanish
6 18%
Lived in a Spanish speaking country
1
3% Family speaks Spanish as L1
3
9%
Learn the Language
2
6%
Do you have friends or family members that speak Spanish? Please elaborate.
• Father, brother’s
• One friend
• Couple of Hispanic
• Cousin’s husband and
girlfriend
Friends
family Mexican and
• A few friends, none
older generation speaks
• Friends in Chile
• 2 weeks in Mexico
close
Spanish
• Friends at work
• Couple of friends speak
• Most friends Hispanic
• Husband fluent in
Spanish
• close family
• Friends from soccer
Spanish
• My sister is taking
• Some friends don’t use • Friends but don’t
• Parents, sisters, cousins,
converse with me
Spanish
Spanish around me
aunts and uncles
• My girlfriend and her
• Week here and there in • Couple of Spanish
• Friend in Guatemala
speaking acquaintances
family are from Mexico
Mexico
Have you spent any time in a Spanish-speaking country? Please elaborate.
• Ecuador twice
• Cozumel, Costa Maya
• Time on beach, Cozumel • Mexico with family
on cruise
• One week in Guatemala
• 4 months in Guatemala
• 2 weeks Iquitos Perú
for mission trip
• Went to Puerto Vallarta • Vacation in Cancún
• 2 weeks in Ecuador
How do you see yourself using Spanish in the future?
EMPLOYMENT
OTHER
• Want to be a bilingual
• Communicate with
• Help develop English
doctor Future job
girlfriends’ family
• Very little
teaching programs in
• Want to live and teach • Always, am a native
• If I am confident and
Spanish-speaking
in a third world Latin
speaker
comfortable
countries
American country
• Understand/write music
• A little
• Job
• Help at work
in Spanish
• Situation may pop up
• Translate with a job
TRAVEL
• Media
but I won’t seek it out
• Travel
• Work & social settings
• Communicate with
• I see how it could help
• Travel in Latin
people in communities I
• In the workplace
• Not much if any
American Countries
haven’t met
• Work & social
• Some hopefully
• Travel
• Casual communication at • No I do not
• Work with people
church
PERSONAL
• In everyday life, work
• Understanding Spanish
•
Missionary
•
Means
to communicate
• Be able to communicate
better with 3 semesters
with Spanish speakers
• Help others
in HR with people
University Spanish
• Like to read in Spanish
• Speak with family
• Not very well
Self-perceived Strengths with the Language
Self-perceived Weaknesses with the Language
vocabulary
8 24%
vocabulary
9 26%
use of grammatical structures
7 21%
use of grammatical structures
14 41%
writing
11 32%
writing
7 21%
reading
14 41%
reading
5 15%
understanding
9 26%
understanding
7 21%
speaking
5 15%
speaking
20 59%

Additionally, it is important to note the demographic information of the instructor of the
course who is also the researcher and a participant in this study. The instructor of the course is a
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51-year-old white woman. She has a master’s degree in Latin American Literature and is
currently pursuing her PhD in Curriculum and Instruction. She learned Spanish while living in
Colombia, South America, where she graduated from High School. She has over 25 years’
experience teaching Spanish at the university level as well as the elementary school level. She
also had experience teaching ESL while living in Yokohama, Japan.
3.3.3 Recruitment of Participants
At the start of the first semester of the study, having previously obtained IRB approval,
(IRB #UAFS 19-022, approved January 16, 2019) (see Appendix A) I invited the students
enrolled in my classes to participate in the study. The participating students as well as the nonparticipating students were required to complete the same surveys and assessments because the
instruments used in the study were also used for establishing collaborative groups. It was
explained that participation was voluntary and that all identifying features of any artifacts
produced in the course of the class would be removed. In addition, pseudonyms would be used in
any cases where student names would be involved. Participation in interviews with the
researcher would be voluntary and participants could choose to pass on any questions in the
interviews that they preferred not to answer. They were informed that participation in the study
was in no way connected to their grade in the course and that they could decide to withdraw
themselves from the study at any time.
The first semester, all the students enrolled in the course signed the consent forms and
participated. However, after reflecting on the procedure, for the following semester (IRB #UAFS
20-004, approved august 23, 2019), as the instructor/researcher, I was not present when the class
was invited to participate. Instead, a third party explained the procedure and collected the
permission forms. The names of the participants were not released to me until after the
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submission of final grades for the semester. (A copy of the consent form and instructions to the
participants is included as Appendix H.) Even with this change in procedure, all students in the
course consented to participate in the study and signed the necessary forms.
3.3.4 Student Grouping
Collaborative learning works best when students are grouped with diversity of
proficiency as recommended by Leeser (2004). Therefore, I formed the groups as follows.
During the first five weeks of the semester, the student groups were determined based on their
individual cumulative university GPA’s. For each group I included no more than one student
from the highest quartile, the second quartile, the third quartile, and the lowest quartile of the
GPA’s of the students enrolled in the course.
During the second five weeks of the semester, I used the students’ WebCAPE (Larson,
1989) scores and their first iSPi and ranked them from highest to lowest. Then after combining
the rankings, I followed the same pattern, including a student from each quartile in each group.
During the last five weeks of the semester, I used students’ current percentage in the
course as a basis for grouping, dividing them in a similar fashion. The advantage to this last
grouping was that the diversity was determined not necessarily on language proficiency, but also
on student success in the course where C-DA was being implemented. Throughout the semester,
I tried to vary the groups so that no two students had to work together more than once. Each unit
lasted approximately one-third of the semester or about five weeks.
3.4 Quantitative Instruments Used in the Study
3.4.1 Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS)
The instrument used to measure foreign language classroom anxiety is the Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) created by Elaine Horwitz in 1986. In this study,
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the participants completed a pre-course FLCAS and a post-course FLCAS. The FLCAS
(Appendix B) is a 33-item, self-report questionnaire that uses a Likert scale to assess issues
related to communication apprehension as in item 1, (“I never feel quite sure of myself when I
am speaking in my foreign language class”); test anxiety as in item 8, “I am usually at ease
during tests in my language class”); and fear of negative evaluation as in item 19, (“I am afraid
that my language teacher is ready to correct every mistake I make”). Development of the
questionnaire drew from the experiences of foreign language students, mainly students learning
Spanish. A large number of researchers in a variety of languages have extensively used the
FLCAS to measure foreign language classroom anxiety (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1988; Aida,
1994; Palacios, 1999; Woodrow, 2006; de la Morena Taboada et al., 2011; He, 2015). For the
majority of the items, an answer of “(A) Strongly Agree” indicates a high level of anxiety and an
answer of “(E) Strongly Disagree” indicates a low level of anxiety. However, in the case of items
2, 5, 6, 8, 11, 14, 18, 22, 28, and 32, the items are reverse coded with the answer “(A) Strongly
Agree” indicating a low level of anxiety. Prior to analysis, I converted letters A through E to
numbers 1 through 5 with the number 5 indicating the highest level of anxiety. Therefore, after
adding all responses on one FLCAS, the total score for the scale would be from 33 (indicating
the lowest level of anxiety) to 165 (indicating the highest level of anxiety).
Regarding the validity of the FLCAS, in an article published in 2016 by Horwitz
(Horwitzh, 2016b), the creator of the FLCAS claims that she continues to receive several
requests each week to use the FLCAS for study of language learners. Although the instrument
was originally developed for use with U.S. learners of Spanish and French, the majority of the
studies using the instrument have been conducted with ESL students. According to Horwitz, her
1986 study offers evidence for the validity of the FLCAS by establishing “that language anxiety

81

is independent of related anxieties including trait anxiety, communication apprehension, test
anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation (Horwitz, 2016b, p. 933). The 1986 study found a
significant negative correlation of approximately -0.5 between FLCAS scores and final grades in
beginning university Spanish and French classes. A number of studies have performed factor
analysis on the items of the FLCAS to examine its components with varying results. A factor
analysis was also performed on the present study in an attempt to examine the instruments
components and although some correlations with other studies were evident, the results were
inconclusive. Horwitz attributes this issue to “the mistaken premise that language anxiety is
composed of communication apprehension, test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation”
(Horwitz, 2016b, p. 934). The finding that best addresses the validity of the instrument according
to its author is that “a consistent 30% to 40% of language learners report at least moderate levels
of language anxiety (p. 934).
To determine the internal consistency and reliability of the instrument in the present
study, a Cronbach’s alpha test was run on both the pre- and post-course FLCAS both by item and
by student. Table 5 shows the results of these tests. From these numbers it is clear that the
FLCAS shows a high level of internal consistency both by student and by item.
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Table 5. Cronbach’s Alpha by Item and by Student
Cronbach’s Alpha by Item and by Student
By item
Pre-course
n=33
Post course n=33

Cronbach’s α
0.956
0.951

By student
Pre-course n=64
Post-course n=56

Cronbach’s α
0.942
0.919

3.4.2 Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire (PEGTQ)
A post-exam survey developed by VanderLaan (2010) in her doctoral dissertation on
collaborative testing in an accounting classroom was used as a template and adapted for use in
this study. I have included VanderLaan’s instrument as Appendix C and my adapted instrument,
the PEGTQ, as Appendix D. Each student took the PEGTQ between one and four times during
each semester.
The PEGTQ includes 17 multiple choice items to determine the participants’ attitudes
about GE. Items 1 and 2 of this section regard the participants’ perceived outcome on the test.
Items 3 through 5 relate to their preparation for the exam. Item 6 is about helps the participants
have been allowed to use in the past. Items 7 through 15 are about the participants’ perceptions
of advantages, disadvantages, impacts, and concerns of collaborative testing. Items 16 and 17 are
regarding grouping preferences.
The PEGTQ that was administered after the last unit exam of the course included the
demographic section where the participant indicated their age range, their year in school, their
previous experience with Spanish, and their reasons for taking the course. They also answered
three open-ended questions regarding their exposure to Spanish outside of class and the ways in
which they see themselves using Spanish in the future.
The participants also indicated their perceived strengths and weaknesses in Spanish,
choosing between the following: vocabulary, structures (rules, verbs, etc.), writing, reading,
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understanding, speaking, or specifying another strength or weakness in the language. The
information gathered from this demographic section is summarized above in section 3.3.2 (see
Tables 3 and 4).
3.4.3 Quantitative Analysis of Exams
Each section of the class participated in three unit exams. The unit exams were taken
collaboratively in most of the sections of the research; however, in the first semester, for exam 1
and exam 2, both of the sections took the same exams but one of the two sections completed the
exams as individuals. (See Table 6.)
Table 6. Individual vs. Collaborative Exams by Semester and Section
Individual vs. Collaborative Exams by Semester and Section

Semester 1
Semester 2

Section A
Section B
Section A
Section B

Exam 1
Collaborative
Individual

Exam 2
Collaborative
Individual

Exam 3
Collaborative
Collaborative

All exams performed collaboratively

According to Cresswell (2013) one of the principal components of qualitative research
that would logically extend to mixed methods research is that of emergent design. Previously I
mentioned several examples of how my research emerged dynamically. My research questions
changed, my procedures for recruitment of participants changed, and my implementation of CDA also evolved over time including things like the adoption of the “everyone writes equally
rule” described in section 3.2.2. Another example of emergent design in my research directly
relates to my implementation of collaborative testing. When I started my research I felt strongly
that I needed a control group to compare to my experimental group. I therefore initially planned
to have one of the sections each semester of my study participate in collaborative formal
assessment and the other take the exams as individuals. Due in part to the size of the university
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where this study was performed, it did not take long for the individual test taking section of the
course to hear that the other section was taking the course collaboratively. In both sections, we
practiced CL and DA so all my students were familiar with the procedures involved in C-DA.
Cresswell states:
The research process for qualitative researchers is emergent. This means that the initial
plan for research cannot be tightly prescribed, and that all phases of the process may
change or shift…The key idea behind qualitative research is to learn about the problem or
issue from participants and engage in the best practices to obtain that information. (p. 47)
From my own observations and due to urging from the participants in the section where we
practiced individual testing as opposed to GE, it was made clear to me that the benefits I was
witnessing from having a control group to compare this one variable of my research were
insignificant and that the students would learn more if I altered my research design. I therefore
discontinued the individual testing control group after the first two tests of the first semester of
the study and had all students participate in GE from that point forward. However, the data
collected from the PEGTQ for the first two exams during the first semester will be included in
Chapter 4. This leads us nicely into the qualitative elements used in this study.
3.5 Qualitative Elements Used in the Study
The information from the qualitative portions of the study was used primarily to answer
research questions 2 of the study: “What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the L2
classroom?”
3.5.1 Semi-structured Interviews
The primary instrument used to conduct the qualitative portion of this study was semistructured interviews. The interview questions were adapted using the work of Patton (2002) and
Strauss, et al. (1981 as cited in Merriam, 2009). The questions are included as Appendix J. All
participants in the study were invited to voluntarily participate in these interviews. After
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calculating the p–values of the pair-wise t–tests of the FLCAS by student, specific participants
were targeted and invited to participate in interviews to represent students at all levels of anxiety
change and to avoid saturation as expounded on by Sarah (2010).
Several students that showed a statistically significant decrease in anxiety throughout the
semester with the application of C-DA were selected to be interviewed. Likewise, several
students who showed a statistically significant increase in anxiety were also invited to be
interviewed. Additionally, several students whose change in anxiety were not statistically
significant were also chosen to participate in interviews. Hence, by following this pattern to
choose participants I was able to focus on interesting outliers and thus garner more information
with fewer interviews.
Figure 7 below shows the rankings of p-scores in the pairwise t-test performed. The x
axis includes the pseudonyms of the students who participated in semi-structured interviews and
where they ranked in the class according to the change in anxiety. The students to the far left
showed the most significant decrease in anxiety throughout the semester whereas the students on
the far right show an increase in anxiety. The orange highlighted sections had p-values of less
than 0.001 and therefore presented with the most significant change in anxiety on the pair-wise ttest performed. The areas in yellow represent p-values between 0.001 and 0.01 and the areas in
green show p-values between 0.01 and 0.05. The areas not highlighted did not show a significant
increase or decrease in anxiety throughout the class. Therefore, six participants (Natalie*, Mark*,
Sarah*, Anna*, Eric*, and Jennifer*) showing a significant decrease in anxiety were interviewed,
three participants (Ben*, Lisa*, and Paula*) showing no change were interviewed, and four
participants (Deb*, Jeff*, Kristin*, and Carlie*) showing an increase in anxiety were
interviewed. *All names used in the study are pseudonyms.

86

p-values < 0.001
0.001 < p-values < 0.01
0.01 < p-values < 0.05

1.200
1.000
0.800
0.600

Increase
in Anxiety

Decrease
in Anxiety

0.400
0.200
0.000

Figure 7. Student Rankings of p-values of Pair-wise t-test of FLCAS
Student Rankings of p-values of Pair-wise t-test of FLCAS
Note. Names appearing in this chart are of the focus students selected to participate in semistructured interviews. All names appearing here and elsewhere in the study are pseudonyms.
n=56
After completing the interviews with the focus students, the interviews were transcribed
and coded thematically. The codebook is included as Appendix K. Several interesting themes
resulted from the coding of the interviews and patterns of student perceptions emerged. At this
point, based on both the information garnered and the quality of student responses, six focus
students were selected to be included in the FSNs to specifically answer research question
number 2 “What are student perceptions of C-DA?”. These FSNs were representative of patterns
of behavior and response by all participants in the study.
3.5.2 Observations of C-DA
Another element of qualitative research that was implemented in the study was the
observation of C-DA as it was applied during both formative and summative assessment. The
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instructor/researcher recorded all interactions with all groups of students during occasional inclass assignments and group exams and then transcribed all interchanges. Additionally,
throughout the study, frequent memos were taken by the instructor/researcher which contained
personal her personal reflections of the emerging research. These observations and memos were
also transcribed and coded to create a narrative description of classroom practices and
interactions.
3.5.3 Coding the Data
After transcribing the semi-structured interviews, the classroom observations, and
organizing the data collected in the qualitative portions of the PEGTQ, I started with open coding
to establish major categories of the information I had generated (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). From
this open coding, I knew I wanted to focus on student perceptions of the implementation of CDA as my core phenomenon. As issues developed from my coding (Stake, 1995), I formed
“clusters of ideas” (Cresswell, 2013, p. 293) that supported the emerging themes. From my
research questions, I knew I would be looking at Collaborative Learning (CL), Dynamic
Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE) as well as Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety
(FLCA); however, there were other categories that emerged as I pored over the data including
student motivation and rationale for learning Spanish, student attitudes related to issues of equity
in a setting where C-DA is applied, comparison of C-DA with traditional university classrooms,
student self-perception of success, the role of different types of comprehensible input used in the
classroom, and homework as it was assigned and assessed in the C-DA classroom. This
preliminary coding is demonstrated in Figure 8.
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Student Emotional Response to C-DA
Collaborative
Learning

Dynamic
Assessment

Group
Evaluation

+ (CL) -

+ (DA) -

+ (GE) -

Rationale
to Study
Spanish

C-DA vs
Traditional
Classroom

Student
Motivation

Perception
of Success

Perception
of Equity

ANXIETY

Figure 8. Visual Model of Preliminary Coded Data
Visual Model of Preliminary Coded Data
Returning to my research questions, I recognized that both questions 2 and 3 deal with
students’ perceptions of the implementation of C-DA; therefore, I divided the coded items into
favorable and unfavorable responses. That was when I could clearly see divisions into categories
of my coded information.
I divided the unfavorable aspects of C-DA into 9 categories: 1) increase in anxiety, 2)
lack of lectures, 3) social concerns, 4) grouping concerns, 5) inequity of grades, 6) free loading,
7) too much work—too little time, 8) dislike of input activities, and 9) confusion of
implementation of DA.
In this study, I have not focused on input activities, and therefore I chose to exclude that
category. There was only one mention of the confusion of the implementation of C-DA and so
category 8 was likewise eliminated. There seemed to be overlap between inequity of grades and
free loading, I therefore combined these two categories. That left me with the 6 categories as
shown in Figure 9.
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Increase in
Anxiety (46)
Too Much
Work...Too Little
Time (5)

Lack of Lectures
(11)

Unfavorable
Aspects of C-DA
Inequity of
Grades & Free
Loading (13)

Social Concerns
(17)
Grouping
Concerns (9)

Figure 9. Coding of Other Unfavorable Aspects of C-DA
Coding of Other Unfavorable Aspects of C-DA
Note. Numbers in parenthesis indicated the number of coded items included in each category
I then looked at the favorable aspects of C-DA and divided them into 9 categories: 1)
decrease in anxiety, 2) you’re not alone, 3) DA shows what you know, 4) learned more, 5) help
from instructor, 6) rely on others, 7) work with a variety of students, 8) all participate, and 9)
general positive responses. All four of the items in category 8 overlapped with category 2, so I
combined them. Category 7 only had 3 items that seemed to be related to category 6, so I
combined those items as well. Many of the 18 items in category 9 were not specific (“I like being
in a group setting,” “I do like learning in groups,” “that last group was really good,” “I liked it,”
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“I think it was a good experience”) and therefore I did not include category 9 at all. Figure 10
shows my final coding category choices for favorable aspects of C-DA.

Decrease in
Anxiety (48)
DA shows what
you know (8)

You're Not
Alone (17)

Favorable
Aspects of C-DA
Rely on Others
(20)

Learned More
(24)
Help from
Instructor (17)

Figure 10. Coding of Other Favorable Aspects of C-DA
Coding of Other Favorable Aspects of C-DA
Note. Numbers in parenthesis indicate the number of coded items included in each category.
In both Figure 9 and 10, the number in parenthesis after each category indicates the
number of coded items in each category. These categories will be defined and discussed in
greater detail in Chapter 5.
The categories related to anxiety appear in yellow because they are specifically related to
research question 2. The discussion of the anxiety related findings will appear with the results
from the FLCAS where they will be triangulated.
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3.6 Data Analysis Plan
The quantitative components of the study were statistically analyzed and the results were
compared and triangulated with the qualitative portions of the study to answer the research
questions.
3.6.1 Statistical Tests
Pairwise t-tests were performed on the pre- and post- FLCAS both by item and by
participant to determine the significance of participant perceived anxiety change. The t-test by
item showed the elements that were impacted most by the implementation of Vygotskian
methods, and the t-test by participant helped determine participants who were invited to
participate in the semi-structured interviews. All statistical tests including standard deviations
and means were performed using SPSS and Microsoft Excel. Additionally, Cronbach’s alpha
tests were performed on the results of the pre- and post-course FLCAS using SPSS.
3.6.2 Qualitative Coding and Profiling
For the qualitative portions of the study, interviews, observations, and memos were
transcribed and coded. Additionally, FSNs were developed for those students participating in the
end of semester interviews. After coding the data for major categories, I looked for causal
conditions as defined by Straus and Corbin (1990) to categorize the factors surrounding C-DA
that contributed to an increase or decrease of FLCA. As a result of this process, the development
of FSNs and their interface with the quantitative data generated from the questionnaires was
facilitated. I have included my code book and descriptors as Appendix L.
3.7 Conclusion
This study shows the pairing of the C-DA with L2 acquisition, especially focusing on
student anxiety. This pairing gives the language researcher and practitioner a new perspective on
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the possible positive as well as negative impacts on anxiety of implementation of Vygotskian
methods in the L2 classroom. The analysis of this study will be found in the following chapters.
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Chapter 4: What Are the Results? What Are my Findings?
Chapter 4 traditionally contains the results and/or findings of the dissertation research.
Frequently, the term “results” is used for quantitative outcomes and the word “findings” is used
for qualitative outcomes (McGregor, 2017). In this study, I will attempt to divide my discussion
following this pattern, using the term ‘results’ to refer to the quantitative components and
‘findings’ to refer to the qualitative components. However, as this is a mixed methods research
project, it is not possible to completely separate the quantitative elements of the study from the
quantitative; therefore, there will be occasions where the line between results and findings will
be blurred.
As a reminder, this study explores Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA), a new
framework based on Vygotsky’s Theory, and demonstrates how it is implemented in a third
semester university Spanish classroom. In the context of this application, it answers the
following questions:
1. What is Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA) and how is it implemented in a third
semester university Spanish classroom?
2. What are the impacts of the implementation of C-DA on Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety (FLCA)?
3. What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the Second Language (L2) classroom?
This chapter will present the data gathered in the study to answer these questions.
4.1 Findings From Classroom Observation
We will start with the findings related to research question 1. Probably the best way to
understand C-DA is by observing it in action. Over the course of the study, on a few occasions, I
recorded the class and then transcribed the recordings to attempt a more subjective review of the
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implementation of C-DA. Here, I include a description of the class on the day of a formal exam.
All three aspects of C-DA are evidenced in this narrative description: Collaborative Learning
(CL), Dynamic Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE).
At approximately 7:48, the students started to arrive. They were nervous because it was
the day of a test, and also because they knew they would be in different group configurations.
Before they arrived I had placed their name cards at the table where their new groups would be
meeting. They took their places with their new groups. By 7:57, all students but one had arrived
in class and started on the exam.
As soon as the groups indicated they were ready, I gave them one copy of the test to
complete as a group. Because we follow a similar procedure on days when no formal assessment
is taking place, the students all understood that each member of the group had to write equally on
the exam. This did not necessarily apply to each section of the exam, but to the exam as a whole.
I started moving around the class and stopped at the desks of Group 1. I noticed that they
had confused the first two sections of the test and were answering the second section entitled
“Mandatos informales” with structures intended for the section entitled “La voz pasiva” (See
Appendix G for a copy of the exam). I said to them “Okay. Luego aquí” (Okay. Now here.) I
pointed to an error, but they looked up at me confused and were not sure what they had done
wrong. I proceded to explain: “Piensen en lo que están haciendo. Esto va acá. Estos son
mandatos para ti. Entonces no vas a decir a ti. (Think about what you are doing. This goes here.
These are familiar commands. You’re not going to say to you.) At which point they recognized
what they had done and one member of the group started to change what was written. I then said:
“Eso sí. Están bien pero piensen en eso.” (That’s it. You are right, but think about this.) I then
pointed to a spelling mistake they had made.
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I then proceeded to Group 2 and noticed unnecessary diacritical marks on their test.. I
said to the group “Se ve bien ¿no? Pero esos acentos ¿por qué los tienen?” (It looks good,
doesn’t it? But those accents, why do you have them?) The student doing the writing looked at
me confused. I continued “No, casi no. ¿En el presente, se usan acentos? Piensen en esto.” (No,
almost never. In the present are accents used? Think about this.) At this point the student was
still unsure and she turned to her group for clarification. I left them to think about what I had
said. Later, when I returned to Group 2, they had collaboratively discovered their error and
corrected it.
When I reached Group 3, they were working on the preterit section of the exam where
they described a scene from the telenovela “Juana Inés.” One member of the group had
previously drawn a verb chart for the preterit on their copy of the test that showed where the
necessary accent marks should generally appear. However, they had omitted them on the test
item itself. I said to the group, “Esto sí usa acento.” (This does use an accent.) I then started
making a verb chart on the test using the verb hablar. I continued “Tenemos aquí ‘hablar’.” (We
have here ‘hablar’.) One of the members of the group finished filling in the chart I had started
with the conjugation of the verb hablar. As she filled out the chart I said, “Sí, eso.” (Yes, that is
it.) The group then recognized their mistake and fixed it on the exam. During the next several
minutes of class, I was able to look at the tests of all the groups of students. At about 8:08, the
final member of Group 4 arrived, late as usual. I greeted her and pointed her in the direction of
her new group. The group then caught her up on what we were doing. They then continued
working together but now included this late arriving student in negotiations to complete the
exam. Other than that disruption, the class continued in a similar fashion with me moving from
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group to group. On occasion, a student would raise his hand as an indication that his group
needed help or wished to ask me a question.
During the exam, I also recorded a poor example of DA on my part. Group 3 was
struggling with a particular concept, and was not grasping the help I was trying to give, so I
picked up a student’s pencil and erased the part of the answer that was wrong instead of
prompting the group to recognize their mistake and hopefully correct it on their own.
From a careful review of my observation, I learned some interesting information. During
the time that I was recording my interactions with the groups, I gave positive reinforcement to
the students by way of comments like “¡Excelente!” (Excellent), ¡Sí, lo tienen bien! (You got
it!), and “Tienen razón.” (You are right.), on 16 different occasions. I reminded the groups to
think carefully (Piénsenlo bien.) about what they had written on seven occasions. I noticed eight
examples of mistakes with written diacritical marks. I reminded the students eight times of things
we had practiced in class (¿Se acuerdan del día en que…?) that could jog their memory of the
structures they were trying to recall. On a daily basis, I try to speak in Spanish more than 90% of
class time with my students. During the time I recorded, I used English on nine different
occasions. In other words, of the over 2300 words I used during this time, 107 of them were in
English which accounted for less than 5% of the words I used.
After the observation, I wrote the following personal memo:
I have seldom recorded myself teaching a class, and I did learn some things about my
teaching. First, I really do love my students. I want them to do well, but even more than
that, I want them to learn, and I feel that a testing environment is a perfect setting for
students to work in their Zone of Proximal Development. As I listened to the recording, I
imagined hearing learning take place. I’m not sure what learning “sounds like,” but I
could hear it. I was also surprised by how little my students responded to me in the target
language. That is something I need to help my students do better although I have thought
a lot about that since the observation. Stephen Krashen claims that the most important
part of language acquisition is comprehensible input. That definitely was the focus of the
recorded time with my students. The third observation I made was that students are
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reluctant to ask questions and ask for assistance during formal assessment. I believe they
are so accustomed to being tested as individuals to see what they can do without
assistance that they are hesitant to ask for help. (Personal memo, February 15, 2019)
4.2 Results From FLCAS
We will now move to research question 2 and present the results from the FLCAS
questionnaire. The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) is a 33-item, selfreported questionnaire that uses a Likert scale to assess student perceived anxiety in the L2
classroom (Horwitz, 1986). It has been used extensively with L2 learners of many languages to
test FLCA in a large range of settings (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1988; Aida, 1994; Palacios, 1999;
Woodrow, 2006; de la Morena Taboada et al., 2011; He, 2015). At the outset of my study, I
hypothesized that some items on the instrument would be more applicable than others. For this
reason, I have first presented the results of the study by item to perhaps “weed out” any items
that are less relevant to my research questions. (The FLCAS is included as Appendix B).
After receiving the completed FLCASs from students, the selections made were
converted to numbers from 1 to 5 with the higher numbers indicating a higher level of anxiety
and the lower numbers indicating a lower level of anxiety. In the presentation of the results, the
numbers are usually presented as averages across item or student.
4.2.1 Pre-course FLCAS by Item.
Over the two semesters, the four sections of Intermediate Spanish that participated in the
study of the study produced 64 (n =64) students that completed the pre-course FLCAS. After
collecting and calculating all the pre-course FLCASs, the mean for all items across all
participants was 3.4. (See Figure 11.)
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Figure 11. Pre-course Response by Item
Pre-course Response by Item
Note. This figure shows the average response to the pre-test by item in the order the items appear
on the FLCAS. The straight dark yellow line shows the mean across all answers (M=3.4)
In the bar graph shown as Figure 11, the average response for each of the 33 items on the
instrument is shown. The mean across all items is indicated by the solid yellow line.
In Figure 12, I have ordered the bar graph from the item with the lowest mean depicting
the lowest level of anxiety on the left to the item with the highest mean depicting the highest
level of anxiety on the right. The solid horizontal line shows the mean (M=3.4), the dashed lines
indicate +/- 1 standard deviations and the dotted lines indicate +/- 2 standard deviations above or
below the mean.
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Figure 12. FLCAS: Pre-course Response by Item Lowest to Highest Anxiety
FLCAS: Pre-course Response by Item Lowest to Highest Anxiety
Note: This figure shows average pre-course FLCAS by item with a solid line showing the mean
across all participants. The dashed line shows +/- 1 standard deviation and the broken line +/- 2
standard deviations

On closer inspection of Figure 12, we see that the average response by item ranged from
2.2 on item 17 to 4.1 on item 1. The standard deviation for the pre-course FLCAS was 0.50
(SD=0.50). For 22 of the items on the pre-course FLCAS, the mean resulted within 1 standard
deviation of the mean therefore indicating that they were not statistically significant. Three items
(19, 5 and 13) fell between 1 and 2 standard deviations below the mean, and two items (17 and
21) were greater than 2 standard deviations below the mean. Therefore, these five items were
indicative of a significantly lower level of anxiety on the pretest. Six items (33, 12, 10, 2, 9, and
1) fell between 1 and 2 standard deviations above the mean indicating a significantly higher level
of anxiety.
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4.2.2 Post-course FLCAS by Item.
Over the two semesters of the study, the four sections of Intermediate Spanish that
participated in the study resulted in 56 (n =56) learners that completed the post-course FLCAS.
After collecting and calculating all the post-course FLCASs, the mean for all items across all
participants was 3.1, indicating that for all items and students, the mean was still above a 3;
however, it had decreased by 0.3. Figure 13 shows the average mean by item of the post-course
FLCAS sorted from lowest anxiety on the left to highest anxiety on the right.
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Figure 13. FLCAS: Post-course Response by Item Lowest to Highest Anxiety
FLCAS: Post-course Response by Item Lowest to Highest Anxiety
Note: This figure shows average post-course by item with a broken line showing the average
value across all samples (M) as well as +/- 1 standard deviation (+/- 1 SD) and +/- 2 standard
deviations (+/- 2 SD)
From Figure 13, we see that on the post-course FLCAS, the average score of the items
ranged from 2.2 on item 21 to 3.9 on item 14. The standard deviation for the post-course FLCAS
was 0.46 (SD=0.46). The mean of 24 of the items on the pre-course FLCAS resulted within 1
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standard deviation of the mean (shown in the area between the dashed lines) hence showing no
significant difference from the mean. Five items (21, 19, 31, 17 and 13) fell between 1 and 2
standard deviations below the mean, showing that these five items were indicative of a
significantly lower level of anxiety on the post-course FLCAS. Four items (7, 22, 30 and 14) fell
between 1 and 2 standard deviations above the mean indicating a significantly higher level of
anxiety.
A comparison of the means, standard deviations, and ranges of the pre-course FLCAS
and the post-course FLCAS by item is shown in Table 7.
Table 7: Pre-course and Post-course FLCAS Comparison by Item
Pre-course and Post-course FLCAS Comparison by Item
Pre-course (n=64)
3.4

Post-course (n=56)
3.1

0.49

0.46

22

24

Lowest Item by Mean

Item 4 (M=2.2)

Item 21 (M=2.2)

Highest Item by Mean

Item 1 (M=4.1)

Item 14 (M=3.9)

Items 17, 21, 19, 5, 31

Items 21, 19, 31, 17, 13

Items 12, 10, 2, 9, 1

Items 7, 22, 30, 14

Mean across all items
Standard Deviation
Number of items within 1 SD

Item less than 1 SD of the mean
Items greater than 1 SD of the mean

Table 7 shows the mean across all items for both FLCASs and indicates a decrease from 3.4 on
the pre-course FLCAS to a 3.1 on the post-course FLCAS. The standard deviation of the precourse was slightly higher at 0.49 than for the post-course at 0.46. On the pre-course FLCAS, 22
items showed no significant difference from the mean resulting within one standard deviation of
the mean and on the post-course FLCAS, 24 items showed no significant difference from the
mean. On the pre-course FLCAS, item 4 was the lowest item with a score of 2.2 and on the postcourse FLCAS, item 21 was the lowest item by mean, also at 2.2. The highest item by mean on
the pre-course FLCAS was item 1 at 4.1 and the highest item by mean on the post-course
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FLCAS was item 14 at 3.9 (resulting at 0.2 lower than the highest on the pre-course FLCAS).
The five items that showed a significantly low level of anxiety on the pre-course were items 17,
21, 19, 4, and 31; whereas the items that were significantly low on the post-course FLCAS were
items 21, 19, 31, 17, and 13. Conversely, the items that were significantly high on the pre-course
FLCAS were items 12, 10, 2, 9, and 1; whereas the items that were significantly high on the
post-test were items 7, 22, 30, and 14.
4.2.3 Pre-course FLCAS by Student
In addition to the data generated from the FLCAS by item, the data by individual student is also
interesting and informative. Across the 33 items of the FLCAS, the average response was
calculated by student with the following results.
When examining the mean score of the 64 participants that completed the pre-course
FLCAS by student, the mean for all participants was 3.4. (See Figure 14.) The lowest average
response by student on the pre-course FLCAS was a 1.3. Recognizing that the lowest possible
score is a 1, this is indicative of a fairly low level of anxiety. The highest average response by
student was a 4.8, indicating a relatively high level of anxiety considering that the highest
possible score is a 5. The standard deviation for the pre-course FLCAS by student was a 0.8,
much larger than the standard deviation in the FLCAS by item.
From Figure 14, we see that the mean of responses of 47 students fell within one standard
deviation of the mean on the pre-course FLCAS. The mean responses of four students fell
between one and two standard deviations below the mean and the responses of three students
were lower than two standard deviations below the mean. The mean responses of seven students
were greater than one standard deviation above the mean. The names included in this graph are
pseudonyms of the focus students participating in semi-structured interviews. All other students
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are indicated by numbers (S1 through S64). The solid bars are representative of the focus
students in the study.
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Figure 14. FLCAS: Pre-course Response by Student Lowest to Highest Anxiety
FLCAS: Pre-course Response by Student Lowest to Highest Anxiety
Note: This figure shows average pre-course FLCAS by item with a broken line showing the average value across all samples (M) as
well as +/- 1 standard deviation (+/- 1 SD) and +/- 2 standard deviations (+/- 2 SD)
*The names that appear on this graph are the pseudonyms of the focus students. Only pseudonyms are used in identifying participants
in this study. All other participants are indicated by number. The focus students’ averages are identified with a solid yellow bar.
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4.2.4 Post-course FLCAS by Student.
The post-course FLCAS was completed by 56 participants in the study (n=56). Figure 15 shows
the results of the post-course FLCAS. The mean response across all students was a 3.1. The
lowest mean score across all items by student was a 1.3 and the highest mean response was a 4.7.
There were 33 students whose responses fell within one standard deviation of the mean on the
post-course FLCAS. Nine students were between one and two standard deviations below the
mean, and one student was less than two standard deviations below the mean. Twelve students
were between one and two standard deviations above the mean, and one student was more than
two standard deviations above the mean. (See Figure 15.) Again, the names included on the bar
chart are pseudonyms of the focus students in the study. The solid green bars on the graph
correspond with the focus students.
.
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Figure 15. FLCAS Post-course Response by Student Lowest to Highest Anxiety
FLCAS: Post-course Response by Student Lowest to Highest Anxiety
Note: This figure shows average post-course FLCAS by item with a broken line showing the average value across all samples (M) as
well as +/- 1 standard deviation (+/- 1 SD) and +/- 2 standard deviations (+/- 2 SD)
*The names that appear on this graph are the pseudonyms of the focus students. Only pseudonyms are used in identifying participants
in this study. All other participants are indicated by number. The focus students’ averages are identified with a solid green bar.
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Table 8: Pre-course and Post-course FLCAS Comparison by Student
Pre-course and Post-course FLCAS Comparison by Student
Mean across all items

Pre-course (n=64)
3.4

Post-course (n=58)
3.1

Standard Deviation

0.8

0.8

Number of Students within 1 SD

47

33

Lowest Student by Mean

Student 16 (M=1.3)

Student 39 (M=1.3)

Highest Student by Mean

Student 58 (M=4.8)

Carlie (M=4.7)

Students less than 1 SD of the
mean

Student 16*, Jeff*, 55*,
39*, 60, 53, 15, Lisa

Student 39*, 12, 55, 13,
Mark, 15, 59, Natalie, 28, 62

Kristin, Student 47, 42, Ben,
32, 44, Paula, Deb, 17, 58,
52, 20 Carlie*
Note. All names included in all tables and figures are pseudonyms of the focus students that
participated in the semi-structured interviews.
*Students marked with an (*) are +/- 2 SD of the mean
Students greater than 1 SD of the
mean

Student 3, Sarah, 42,
Anna, 17, 1, 68

Table 8 compares the results of the pre-course FLCAS and the post-course FLCAS by
student. It shows the mean across all students and indicates a decrease from 3.4 on the pre-course
FLCAS to a 3.1 on the post-course FLCAS. The standard deviation of both the pre-course and
the post-course FLCAS by student was 0.8. On the pre-course FLCAS, 47 students showed no
significant difference from the mean and on the post-course FLCAS, 33 students showed no
significant difference from the mean. On the pre-course FLCAS, the lowest mean by student was
a 1.3 and the highest was a 4.8. On the post-course FLCAS, the lowest mean by student was a
1.3 and the highest was a 4.7. Eight students including focus students Jeff and Lisa
(pseudonyms) were significantly lower than the mean on the pre-course FLCAS, and seven
students including focus students Sarah and Anna (pseudonyms) were significantly higher on the
pre-course FLCAS. On the post-course FLCAS, ten students including focus students Mark and
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Natalie (pseudonyms) were significantly lower than the mean and 13 students including focus
students Kristin, Ben, Paula, Deb, and Carlie were significantly higher than the mean.
4.2.5 Comparison of Pre-course with Post-course FLCAS by Item.
In order to answer research question 1, “What are the impacts of C-DA on FLCA?” the
data from the pre-course FLCAS was compared with the data from the post-course FLCAS.
Statistical tests including pair wise t-tests were conducted using Excel and the software SPSS
both by item and by student.
To determine if the overall reduction in anxiety by item was significant, a one-sample ttest comparing the pre-course FLCAS average response by item of 3.3916 to each item’s postcourse FLCAS was conducted. This resulted in a p-value of 0.0009 suggesting a highly
significant reduction in overall anxiety by item.
A scatterplot of the pre-course data and the post-course data was created showing all 33
items in the FLCAS. (See Figure 16.) In this scatterplot, the x axis shows the post-course FLCAS
means by item and the y axis shows the pre-course FLCAS means by item. This scatterplot
indicates that items 17, 22, 14, and 30 all showed an increase in anxiety; however, only item 30
showed a significant increase. Item 32 showed no change between the pre- and post-course
FLCAS. The remaining items on the FLCAS showed a decrease in anxiety. The regression line is
indicated by the dotted orange line.
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Figure 16. FLCAS: Scatterplot by Item
FLCAS: Scatterplot by Item
Note. Lower numbers indicate lower level of anxiety. Numbers correspond to the FLCAS item
numbers. Items appearing in the lower, highlighted area are indicative of lower anxiety on the
post-course FLCAS.
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A pairwise t-test comparing the pre-course FLCAS means with the post-course FLCAS
means by item was conducted using SPSS. The results of this t-test are shown in Table 9. Of the
33 items in the FLCAS, the change in 14 items was found to be insignificant demonstrating pvalues of greater than 0.05. There were four items that resulted in p-values between 0.01 and
0.05. Of these four items, items 26, 23, and 27 indicated a decrease in anxiety, whereas item 30
indicated an increase. There were eight items (items 24, 31, 29, 12, 3, 10, 33, and 13) whose pvalues were between 0.001 and 0.01 all showing a decrease in anxiety. Seven items (items 4, 18,
20, 1, 2, 9, and 16) all showed a significant decrease in anxiety with p-values of less than 0.001.
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Table 9: FLCAS: Pairwise t-test by Item
FLCAS: Pairwise t-test by Item
Pre

Post Diff. p-value

16. Even if I am well prepared for language class, I feel anxious about it.
9. I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in language class.
2. I don't worry about making mistakes in language class.*
1. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my foreign language class.
20. I can feel my heart pounding when I'm going to be called on in language class.
18. I feel confident when I speak in foreign language class.*
4. It frightens me when I don't understand what the teacher is saying in the foreign language.

3.79
4.20
4.05
4.14
3.47
3.75
3.50

2.80
3.41
3.14
3.50
2.80
3.31
3.00

0.98
0.79
0.91
0.64
0.67
0.44
0.50

< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001
< .001

13. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my language class.
33. I get nervous when the language teacher asks questions which I haven't prepared in advance.
10. I worry about the consequences of failing my foreign language class.
3. I tremble when I know that I'm going to be called on in language class.
12. In language class, I can get so nervous I forget things I know.
29. I get nervous when I don't understand every word the language teacher says.
31. I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak the foreign language.
24. I feel very self‐conscious about speaking the foreign language in front of other students.

2.98
3.98
4.02
3.16
4.00
3.55
2.84
3.70

2.45
3.43
3.41
2.68
3.55
2.95
2.32
3.20

0.54
0.55
0.61
0.48
0.45
0.61
0.52
0.50

0.001
0.002
0.003
0.003
0.004
0.004
0.008
0.008

27. I get nervous and confused when I am speaking in my language class.
23. I always feel that the other students speak the foreign language better than I do.
26. I feel more tense and nervous in my language class than in my other classes.

3.30 3.00
3.63 3.29
3.57 3.23

0.30
0.34
0.34

0.028
0.034
0.048

6. During language class I find myself thinking about things that have nothing to do with course.*
8. I am usually at ease during tests in my language class.*
19. I am afraid that my language teacher is ready to correct every mistake I make.
25. Language class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind.
11. I don't understand why some people get so upset over foreign language classes.*
7. I keep thinking that the other students are better at languages than I am.
15. I get upset when I don't understand what the teacher is correcting.
28. When I'm on my way to language class, I feel very sure and relaxed.*
5. It wouldn't bother me at all to take more foreign language classes.*
21. The more I study for a language test, the more confused I get.*
32. I would probably feel comfortable around native speakers of the foreign language.*
22. I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for language class.*
14. I would not be nervous speaking the foreign language with native speakers.*
17. I often feel like not going to my language class.

3.16
3.36
2.49
3.58
3.43
3.73
3.13
3.13
2.91
2.23
3.46
3.78
3.80
2.16

2.73 0.43
3.02 0.34
2.22 0.27
3.40 0.18
3.27 0.16
3.59 0.14
2.96 0.16
2.98 0.14
2.86 0.05
2.20 0.04
3.46 0.00
3.82 -0.04
3.89 -0.09
2.38 -0.21

0.073
0.095
0.121
0.312
0.322
0.322
0.380
0.433
0.713
0.832
1.000
0.835
0.651
0.204

30. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to learn to speak a foreign language.

3.55 3.89 -0.34

0.045

p-value < 0.001

0.001 < p-value < 0.01

0.01 < p-value < 0.05

p-value > 0 .05

0.05 < p-value

Notes. The mean value across all pre-course FLCAS respondents is shown in the column labeled
“Pre” and the mean value across all post-course FLCAS respondents (n=56) is shown in the
column labeled “Post.” The column labeled “Diff” shows the pre-course average minus the postcourse average. The p-values for each item are shown in the last column. In this table, a 5
indicates the highest anxiety and a 1 indicates the lowest anxiety.
*The items marked with an (*) are the items that were reverse coded.
Table 9 is sorted with the items showing the most significant decrease in anxiety at the top and
the item with a significant increase in anxiety at the bottom. The items highlighted in orange are
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of p-values less than 0.001. The items highlighted in green are of p-values between 0.001 and
0.01. The items highlighted in yellow are of p-values between 0.01 and 0.05. The items with no
highlighting showed no significant difference from the mean.
The first column of Table 9 labeled “Pre” shows the average pre-course FLCAS value.
“Post” shows the average post-course FLCAS value, and “Diff” shows the difference when
subtracting the post-course value from the pre-course value. The last column shows the resulting
p-value from the pairwise t-test.
4.2.6 Comparison by Student
We now look at the comparison by student. This comparison was made to answer
question 1 of this study, “What are the impacts of C-DA on FLCA?” with respect to individual
students as all students responded differently to the implementation of C-DA. This comparison
by student also provided the necessary data to select focus students to be invited to participate in
the semi-structured interviews that could represent the attitudes of many students in the study.
Therefore, this data also contributed to the answering of question 2, “What are students’
perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom?”.
To determine if the overall reduction in anxiety by student was significant, a one-sample
t-test comparing the pre-course FLCAS average response by student of 3.4419 to each student’s
post-course FLCAS was conducted. This resulted in a p-value of 0.0015 suggesting a highly
significant reduction in overall anxiety by student.
As with the comparison by item, a scatterplot of the pre-course data and the post-course
data was created showing all 56 students that completed both the pre-course FLCAS and the post
course FLCAS. (See Figure 17.) In this scatterplot, the x axis again shows the post-course
FLCAS means by student and the y axis shows the pre-course FLCAS means by student. This
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scatterplot indicates that 16 students showed an increase in anxiety over the study including six
focus students whose pseudonyms are shown on the scatterplot. One student’s perceived anxiety
remained the same, and the remainder of the students (n=39) showed a decrease in anxiety.
The students appearing in the orange shaded area showed a decrease in anxiety. Included
in these 39 students we find five focus students whose pseudonyms are also shown. The
regression line is again indicated by the dotted orange line.
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Figure 17. FLCAS: Scatterplot by Student
FLCAS: Scatterplot by Student
Notes. All names included in the figure are pseudonyms of focus students. Lower numbers
indicate lower level of anxiety. Dots represent individual participants in study. Students
appearing in the lower, highlighted showed a lower anxiety on the post-course FLCAS.
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5.00

A pairwise t-test was conducted to determine the statistical significance of change in
anxiety by student. After conducting the test, 26 students showed no significant change in
anxiety. Resulting from this test, of the students who showed a decrease in anxiety, there were 19
students with p-values of less than 0.001, that are highlighted in orange in Table 10. There were
three students with p-values between 0.001 and 0.01, highlighted in green, and three students
with p-values between 0.01 and 0.05, highlighted in yellow. Of those showing an increase in
anxiety, there were two students with p-values between 0.01 and 0.05, highlighted in yellow, and
three students with p-values less than 0.001, highlighted in orange. (See Table 10.)
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Table 10: FLCAS Pairwise t-test by Student
FLCAS: Pairwise t-test by Student
Students Showing Decrease in Anxiety
Student
Pre
Post
Diff.
p-value
p-value < 0.001
S28
3.76
2.24
1.52 < 0.001
Natalie
3.58
2.21
1.36 < 0.001
Mark
3.26
2.03
1.23 < 0.001
S57
3.27
2.39
0.88 < 0.001
S45
3.64
2.94
0.70 < 0.001
S23
3.85
2.76
1.09 < 0.001
S6
3.88
2.70
1.18 < 0.001
S54
3.64
2.42
1.21 < 0.001
S8
3.88
3.03
0.84 < 0.001
Sarah
4.24
3.24
1.00 < 0.001
Anna
4.33
3.21
1.12 < 0.001
S5
3.91
2.97
0.94 < 0.001
S4
3.82
3.15
0.67 < 0.001
S21
4.06
3.24
0.82 < 0.001
S35
4.12
3.15
0.97 < 0.001
S13
2.79
2.00
0.79 < 0.001
Eric
4.15
3.36
0.79 < 0.001
S51
3.09
2.45
0.64 < 0.001
S59
2.67
2.09
0.58 < 0.001
S12
S58
S48

0.001 < p-values < 0.01
2.88
1.64
1.24
4.79
4.27
0.52
3.73
3.09
0.64

0.001
0.005
0.007

S25
S49
S62

0.01 < p-values < 0.05
3.82
3.27
0.55
3.61
3.21
0.39
2.81
2.28
0.53

0.010
0.021
0.033

Students Showing Increase in Anxiety
Student
Pre
Post
Diff. p-value
0.05 < p-values (Insignificant change)
S47
3.91
3.94 -0.03
0.801
Ben
3.88
3.97 -0.09
0.745
S46
3.09
3.15 -0.06
0.677
S32
3.94
4.03 -0.09
0.521
S41
3.06
3.30 -0.24
0.379
Lisa
2.48
2.76 -0.27
0.239
Paula
3.88
4.12 -0.24
0.222
S63
2.03
2.33 -0.30
0.194
S55
1.64
1.85 -0.21
0.182
S20
4.15
4.45 -0.30
0.177
S52
4.09
4.39 -0.30
0.143
S44
3.48
4.03 -0.55
0.054

S53
Deb
Jeff
Kristin
Carlie

p-values < 0.05 (Insignificant change)
S26
3.61
3.03
0.58
0.079
S15
2.36
2.06
0.30
0.115
S42
4.27
3.97
0.30
0.115
S22
3.85
3.48
0.36
0.123
S39
1.76
1.36
0.39
0.151
S17
4.48
4.25
0.23
0.214
S50
3.06
2.82
0.24
0.244
S36
3.03
2.85
0.18
0.263
Jennifer
3.55
3.30
0.24
0.283
S31
3.58
3.39
0.18
0.374
S14
2.79
2.73
0.06
0.768
S11
3.12
3.06
0.06
0.790
S56
3.55
3.48
0.06
0.790
S61
3.67
3.67
0.00
1.000

Note: All names used in this table are pseudonyms
117

0.01 < p-values < 0.05
2.21
2.79 -0.58
3.85
4.21 -0.36

0.033
0.021

p-values < 0.001
1.61
2.48 -0.88
3.33
3.91 -0.58
3.84
4.70 -0.85

< 0.001
< 0.001
< 0.001

Table 10 is divided into two columns. The column on the left shows those participants that
exhibited a decrease in anxiety, and the column on the right shows those that exhibited an
increase in anxiety with the application of C-DA in the classroom. However, only those that are
highlighted showed a significant increase or decrease. Included in the 25 participants that
showed a significant increase in anxiety with p-values of less than 0.05, were five focus students.
Of the five participants that showed a significant increase in anxiety with p-values of less than
0.05 there were four focus students. All names included in Table 10 are pseudonyms.
In Chapter 5, we will discuss the results presented here and triangulate the results from
the FLCAS questionnaire with the findings related to FLCA from the semi-structured interviews.
The triangulation of the FLCAS results with the findings from the interviews will develop a
more comprehensive understanding of the impact of the implementation of C-DA on FLCA. This
triangulation will also contribute to the validation of the data through convergence of the
information from the two sources.
4.3 Findings From Post Exam Group Testing Questionnaire (PEGTQ)
We will predominantly focus on two sources of data to answer research question 3,
“What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom?” The Post Exam Group Testing
Questionnaire (PEGTQ) was adapted from an instrument developed by VanderLann’s (2010) for
her doctoral dissertation in accounting. The first semester of the study, for exams 1 and 2, one
section of the course participated in individual testing (IT) and the other section participated in
GE. Eighteen participants completed the PEGTQ in the section with individual testing and 18
participants completed the PEGTQ in the section with GE. The second semester of the study, the
participants were asked to complete the PEGTQ only after exam 3. Of the 64 participants in the
study, 52 completed the PEGTQ after exam 3. Table 11 shows the configuration of the testing
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parameters and the number of participants that completed the PEGTQ after each exam. (See
Table 11.)
Table 11: Number of Students Completing the PEGTQ by Section and Exam
Number of Students Completing the PEGTQ by Section and Exam
Semester 1

Exam 1 & 2

Semester 1 & 2

Exam 3

Section with GE
Individual Testing
n=18
n=19
All Sections both Semesters with GE
n=52

For the most part, the data collected from the PEGTQ is used to answer questions 2 and
3, regarding the students’ perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom and the issues related to the
implementation of C-DA from the students’ perspective.
4.3.1 Students’ Perceptions of C-DA from the PEGTQ
The students from the section that took exams 1 and 2 individually were only given items
1 through 11 to answer. In the following tables, for each group of test takers for each item, the
number of respondents agreeing with the statement is in the first column followed by the percent
of the respondents agreeing with the statement in the second column.
Table 12 includes items 4, 5, 8, 10, and 11. These items are all related to student
perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom. The responses are divided by the combined responses
for Exam 1 and 2 from the first semester study which is subdivided by those participating in GE
(GE) and those participating in individual testing (IT). The last two columns include the answers
given by the 52 respondents that completed the PEGTQ after exam 3 for both semesters.
I have highlighted the most common response by group for each item. The most common
responses of those that took exam 1 and 2 with GE are highlighted in orange. The most common
responses of those that took exam 1 and 2 with IT (as individuals) are highlighted in yellow, and
the most common responses of all sections after exam 3, all with GE, are highlighted in green.
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Table 12..PEGTQ: Student Perceptions of C-DA -DA
PEGTQ: Student Perceptions of C-DA
4. What do you feel best helped you prepare for this exam?
Mark all that apply
Study group
In-class work
My Spanish Lab
Textbook
Handouts
Group projects
5. What do you think would have helped you to be more
successful on this exam? Mark all
Use of notes
Use of book
Use of phone
Working in groups
8. What are the benefits of taking an exam with other students?
Mark all that apply
I learn from my peers as I take the exam
I feel less anxious or stressed about the exam
Someone else can look at my work
I can discuss and negotiate possible answers
There are no benefits
10. What are the benefits of taking an exam with the help of the
instructor? Mark all that apply.
I learn as I take exam
I feel less anxious
I can ask questions and receive help if I am confused
I feel free to ask for clarification
11. Select your preferred method for taking an exam: Mark all
that apply.
Individually with no books, notes, or help from peers.
Individually with books and notes.
In a group with no books or notes.
In a group with books and notes.

Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
4 18%
1
5%
9 41%
9 47%
5 23%
3 16%
4 18%
1
5%
2
9%
4 21%
6 27%
3 16%
Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
15 68% 13 68%
9 41%
2 11%
6 27%
5 26%
7 32%
7 37%
Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
19 86%
9 47%
15 68% 10 53%
16 73%
4 21%
20 91% 11 58%
0
0%
0
0%
Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
14 64%
7 37%
10 45% 12 63%
20 91% 13 68%
18 82% 10 53%
Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
1
5%
3 16%
6 27% 11 58%
6 27%
3 16%
16 73%
1
5%

Exam 3
19
31
6
4
22
9

37%
60%
12%
8%
42%
17%

Exam 3
39
20
11
20

75%
38%
21%
38%

Exam 3
32
34
28
43
0

62%
65%
54%
83%
0%

Exam 3
36
32
49
45

69%
62%
94%
87%

Exam 3
4
18
12
22

8%
35%
23%
42%

Note. For all of the tables presenting data from the PEGTQ, the first column for each type of
exam shows the number of respondents agreeing with the statement and the second column
shows the percentage of respondents agreeing with the statement.
When looking at these results, it appears that there are similar trends in the responses of those

participating in GE and those participating in IT. However, on closer inspection, there are some
interesting results to item 8 regarding the benefits of taking a group exam, item 10 regarding the
benefits of taking an exam with the help of the instructor, and item 11 regarding student
preference of method of taking an exam. These results will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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On the PEGTQ, items appearing after item 11 were only asked to those participating in
GE. In addition to the items in Table 12 related to student perceptions of CDA are items 12, 13,
and 15. Table 13 includes the results from these items. Here only responses given after exam 3
are included.
Table 13. PEGTQ: Additioan Student Perceptions of C-DA
PEGTQ: Additional Student Perceptions of C-DA

12. How do you feel the collaborative aspects of this exam impacted your success?
Not at all. I would have been fine on my own.
3
A little. I didn’t really mind the discussion but I would have also been fine on my own.
2
It helped. There were things that I needed to talk through and helped my understanding.
29
A lot. This type of exam helped me to better understand the material.
16
Completely. I feel I really understood the material and have learned how to apply it.
3
13. What is your preference for taking a collaborative exam as opposed to an individual exam?
I prefer to take my exam individually
6
It is fine if that is what is required for the class.
11
I have no preference
8
It is good. I tend to prefer this method
15
I completely prefer this method. I wish I could take all of my exams this way.
17
15. What do you like about collaborative exams?
I learn and understand the material better
23
I don’t want to let the group down so I prepare more.
28
I enjoy working with others to solve problems
30
I feel like I am actively engaged in the class
27
I feel like I develop a network of peers to work with in the future.
23

6%
4%
56%
31%
6%
12%
21%
15%
29%
33%
44%
54%
58%
52%
44%

The responses from Table 13 specifically address student perceptions of the implementation of
C-DA in the L2 classroom especially as it relates to GE.
4.3.2 Issues Related to CDA from the PEGTQ
In addition to shedding light on student perceptions of CDA, some questions also were
related to student perceived issues associated with the implementation of elements of C-DA.
Items 7 and 9 were included in the study comparing GE and individual testing (IT). The results
of these items are included as Table 14.
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Table 14. PEGTQ: Issues Associated With C-DA
PEGTQ: Issues Associated With C-DA
7. What are the benefits of taking an exam individually? Mark all
that apply?
I really study for the exam
I believe I really learn
I am not distracted by others’ ideas or conversations
The instructor knows I know the material
There are no benefits
9. What are the disadvantages to taking an exam with other
students? Mark all that apply
I don’t prepare as well because I can rely on my peers
I don’t know if I have really learned the material
Students take advantage by “free loading”
I second guess my answers and what I think I know
Other

6
2
5
6
5
5
5
12
10
2

Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
27%
9 47%
9%
9 47%
23%
7 37%
27% 11 58%
23%
3 16%
Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
23%
5 26%
23%
6 32%
55% 14 74%
45%
8 42%
9%
0
0%

Exam 3
27
19
13
31
3

52%
37%
25%
60%
6%

Exam 3
19
14
31
22
1

37%
27%
60%
42%
2%

Both these items address the difference between participating in GE and IT. Item 7 specifically
addresses the student perceived benefits of taking exams as individuals and item 9 addresses the
disadvantages of taking an exam collaboratively. The resulting responses of these items will be
discussed in Chapter 5 in conjunction with the findings from the semi-structured interviews of
the focus students.
The items appearing in Tables 15 and 16 mostly address the second part of question 3
regarding teacher perspective of issues related to the implementation of C-DA. Table 15 shows
the comparison of student perceived anticipated grades on the exams with GE and IT as well as
their perceived time of preparation.
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Table 15. PEGTQ: Student Perceived Grades and Exam Preparation
PEGTQ: Student Perceived Grades and Exam Preparation
1. How do you feel you did on this exam?
Very well
Well
Average
Poorly
Very Poorly

0
11
5
1
1

2. What do you think you will get on this exam?
A
B
C
D
F
3. Approximately how many hours did you spend studying for this
exam?
5 or more
4
3
2
1

3
12
6
1
0
5
4
6
4
1

Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
0%
1
7%
61%
4 27%
28%
7 47%
6%
1
7%
6%
2 13%
Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
14%
4 22%
55%
4 22%
27%
5 28%
5%
2 11%
0%
3 17%
Exam 1 & 2
GE
IT
25%
6 32%
20%
3 16%
30%
5 26%
20%
3 16%
5%
2 11%

Exam 3
6 12%
24 46%
18 35%
4 8%
0 0%
Exam 3
13 25%
30 58%
9 17%
1 2%
0 0%
Exam 3
3
8
15
14
7

6%
15%
29%
27%
13%

Table 15 presents the perception of grades received on the respective exams. Here it is
interesting to note that the perception of those that participated in GE was that they had done
better than those that participated in individual testing. When comparing this with the actual
results of the exams, it is interesting to note that the students participating in GE did not score
significantly higher than those participating in individual testing. It is also interesting to note that
on Exam 3 where all participated in GE, 46% perceived that they did well on the exam and none
of the students perceived that they did very poorly.
In Table 16 these perceptions are compared with the actual scores received on the exams.
These results will be further analyzed and interpreted in Chapter 5.
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Table 16. Individual and Group Tests: Anticipated vs. Actual Scores
Individual and Group Tests: Anticipated vs. Actual Scores

A
B
C
D
F
Ave.

A
B
C
D
F
Ave.

Exam 1 Individual Test
Student
Actual
Perception
Distribution
10%
33%
20%
33%
30%
20%
20%
0%
20%
13%
72%
82%
Exam 1 Group Test
Student
Actual
Perception
Distribution
0%
46%
57%
38%
36%
8%
7%
8%
0%
0%
80%
86%

Exam 2 Individual Test
Student
Actual
Perception
Distribution
38%
42%
25%
42%
25%
8%
0%
0%
13%
8%
83%
85%
Exam 2 Group Test
Student
Actual
Perception
Distribution
38%
65%
50%
35%
13%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
88%
92%

Exam 3 Group Test
Student
Actual
Perception
Distribution
26%
42%
60%
58%
11%
0%
3%
0%
0%
0%
86%
91%
Exam 3 Group Test
Student
Actual
Perception
Distribution
26%
30%
60%
70%
11%
0%
3%
0%
0%
0%
86%
88%

Items 14 and 15 also discuss possible issues related to the implementation of C-DA in the
L2 classroom. These items were only included with GE; therefore, they only contain results from
exam 3. (See Table 17.)
Table 17. PEGTQ: Additional Issues Associated With C-DA
PEGTQ: Additional Issues Associated With C-DA
14. What are your concerns about taking a collaborative exam?
Others won’t come prepared
I will have to do all the work
I won’t come prepared
It feels like I’m cheating
I will be assigned a group grade
16. What are your group preferences for a collaborative exam?
Learners select groups
Instructor selects groups randomly
Instructor selects groups based on ability
Groups change each exam
Groups remain the same all semester

41
18
20
9
23

79%
35%
38%
17%
44%

11
13
18
12
20

21%
25%
35%
23%
38%

These items are related to concerns of GE and preference of group size. Both these issues will be
addressed. This concludes the presentation of the quantitative elements of this study. We will
now continue with the qualitative elements of the study.
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4.4 Focus-Student Narratives (FSNs)
All 64 students in the study were invited to participate in a semi-structured interview
toward the end of the semester in which they would share their thoughts about the different
aspects of C-DA as implemented in the classroom during the study. They would specifically
discuss Collaborative Learning (CL), Dynamic Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE),
and reflect on their experience as participants in the research. Additionally, based on the findings
of the pre- and post-course FLCAS, specific students were personally invited to contribute by
participating in the interviews. Of the 12 students interviewed, six were chosen to be included in
the write-up of the results herein. Table 18 contains demographic information of the six
participants for whom a FSN was written. An attempt was made for the FSN to be representative
of all participants in the study; however, selection of FSN students was also made partially on
articulation of responses. Some who were interviewed are not included here due to saturation of
the data, meaning their inclusion did not shed additional new light on the findings (Saunders et
al., 2018). All of the participants were invited to read and edit their own profiles prior to
completion of this dissertation and were also able to offer additional information to clarify the
information shared during the interviews. Pseudonyms are used in all cases of student
participants.
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Table 18. Focus-Student Narrative Students Demographic Information
Focus-Student Narrative Students Demographic Information
Major:

Lisa*
Spanish

Kristin*
Psych

Natalie*
Rhet/Writ

Eric*
History

Sarah*
English

Jennifer*
Biology

Minor:

TESL

Spanish

Creat Writ

PoliSci

Creat Writ

Spanish

Age:

19

18

20

26

20

21

Year:

Soph

Soph

Jun

Sen

Jun

Soph

3.58

4.0

GPA:
16 Pers:
iSPi:
Pre FLCAS:

3.54

3.42

3.96

2.88

ENFP-T
Entertainer

INFP-T
Mediator

INFJ-A
Advocate

ENFP-A
Campaigner

INFJ-T
Advocate

INFP-T
Mediator

Expand-Mid

Trans-Mid

Trans-Mid

Beg-Mid

Beg-High

Trans-Mid

2.48

3.33

3.58

4.15

4.24

3.55

3.24

3.30

1.00
< 0.001

0.24
0.423

Pst FLCAS:

2.76

3.91

2.21

3.36

Diff:

-0.27
0.239

-0.58
< 0.001

1.36
< 0.001

0.79

p-values:

< 0.001

Note. *All names used in the study with the exception of the researcher herself are pseudonyms.
My findings will be presented primarily in the form of narratives including focus-student
narratives (FSNs) and classroom narratives. The FSNs will include some relevant demographic
information about each student, the criteria used for selection of each participant’s inclusion in
the study, results of classroom observations pertaining to each focus participant, and finally some
specific findings derived from the semi-structured interviews conducted with the identified
students. Information gathered from classroom observations will also be included in this chapter.
Much of the information included in the FSNs is in the form of quotes from the focus
students’ interviews and other communications. When the students’ words are used, they will
appear in italics.
4.4.1 FSN: Lisa
Background and rationale for inclusion. Lisa was the first participant in the study that I
interviewed. At the time of the study, she was a 19-year-old sophomore at the university with a
3.54 GPA. She has family members that are Hispanic and speak Spanish as a first language;
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however, she was raised in a home where very little Spanish is spoken and the majority of
communication is in English. Spanish is Lisa’s major at the university and she is minoring in
TESL (Teaching English as a Second Language). When speaking of how she plans to use
Spanish in the future, Lisa said:
In the future I plan to work in South America and so I’ll use [Spanish] for daily life as
well as assisting people there who speak Spanish and helping them with their English
programs.
Lisa exhibited an enthusiastic attitude toward learning Spanish in the classroom and it was
evident from her behavior that she was taking the course primarily because she desired to learn
the language better. She took Spanish in High School and had teachers who instilled in her a
desire to continue learning Spanish.
Lisa’s average response on the pre-course FLCAS was a 2.48, indicating that she started
the course with a relatively low self-perceived anxiety level. On the post-course FLCAS, Lisa’s
average was slightly higher at 2.76, but this increase was not statistically significant (pvalue=0.24). At the beginning of the semester, all of the students took a 16 personality test in
which Lisa was identified as ENFP or an entertainer. This was made apparent in the class as Lisa
interacted well with other students and was well liked by her classmates. On the Informal
Speaking Proficiency Interview (iSPi) performed in the class, she was categorized as
“Expanding-High” clearly placing her in the top quartile of the class in speaking ability.
There were several reasons I interviewed Lisa. First of all, she was one of the students
who volunteered to be interviewed. As she is one of only three participants in the study who is
majoring in Spanish, I also felt that her perspective would be a good one. On the pre-course
FLCAS, Lisa scored in the lowest quartile for anxiety and then in the second lowest quartile for
anxiety on the post-course FLCAS. Her oral and written proficiency in the language also
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contributed to her inclusion. Additionally, her responses to the interview questions seemed
insightful and sincere.
Collaborative Learning (CL). Regarding CL, Lisa said the following:
I do enjoy group learning because it allows me to collaborate with other people and that
gives me reassurance that I’m on the right track which is something I like to have when
I’m working in any subject. It allows me to feel more confident when I know that others
are understanding [the material] in the way I’m understanding it. You can have different
approaches to it, but ultimately it makes me feel more comfortable knowing that I’m
grasping it.
Lisa also expressed some potential weaknesses in CL. She said, “I might depend on other
classmates to carry some of the loads that are my weaknesses. That is nice, but it also leaves
some gaps in my learning where I’ve relied on other people.”
When asked about resolving concerns in the setting of group learning, Lisa expressed, “If
there was a question that couldn’t be answered within the group, then the instructor always
helped.” This statement is an illustration of the merging of CL and DA in C-DA, and we can see
how the social interaction that occurs during collaborative learning facilitates the students’
cultural development.
Dynamic Assessment (DA). When asked about her feelings about DA, Lisa
enthusiastically responded,
Of course I love it! I love it because it gives me the opportunity to correct my mistake
before I’m graded on it, but it’s something I haven’t really experienced in my other
classes. Well, maybe like once in a quiz, but definitely not in a test.
Lisa continued by explaining that as the instructor, I did not tell the students, “it should be like
this,” but that instead I would say “reexamine this.” She said that such a response “gets my
wheels turning and I like it.”
A criticism found in the research regarding CL, DA, and GE, is that there is potential of
“freeloading” (See Meseke et al., 2010; Giraud, 2000; and Shibley & Zimmaro, 2002). In
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relation to this potential problem, Lisa explained that in the groups in which she participated, if
every member of the group was appointed “certain things,” and everybody “has a job,” the work
was more equitable. She expressed that they created google docs, exchanged telephone numbers,
created group texts, and that although the distribution was not always completely equal,
everyone contributed to the “job getting done.”
Group Evaluation (GE). When asked specifically about GE, Lisa felt that there were a
lot of benefits but she also expressed some of the negatives that can come with testing
collaboratively. She identified one of her biggest fears:
Knowing that it will get done and knowing that other people affect my grade and I can’t
necessarily control that [concerns me]. There’s only so much I can control. That part
kind of is negative, but it’s really only been good so far. I haven’t failed a test and that
would be the only thing that would probably turn me away from it
.
This was a new experience for many of the students in the class. They frequently
commented on the fact that they had never participated in a group exam before. As Lisa said, “I
don’t think I’ve ever really done group tests.”
When asked about the advice she would give to friends who were thinking of taking this
course in the future, Lisa expressed that she would reassure them that they would be fine. She
said, “You are given a lot of help…from your peers and you get help from your instructor.” She
continued explaining that the course was different from other courses. “If you are used to being
lectured to, then this course would be kind of a shock because there isn’t a lot of lecturing.
Attendance is really important because you receive group grades. It’s not like you can make up a
group quiz.” She continued saying that her advice would be to be present, ask for help, and not
be afraid.
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In discussing GE, Lisa said: When I asked Lisa about what advice she would give to
another student so they could be successful in the class, she said: “I would realize say that I
finally grasped something like after it was already over and I was like, ‘Man!’.”
After the second unit exam, as Lisa was leaving this class, she illustrated the “Man”
experience she described above. We had spent the past five weeks learning the subjunctive mood
in collaborative groups and completed projects and assignments related to the subjunctive. As
Lisa and her group struggled through the exam, writing about emotions they felt as they watched
a PSA about a drunk driver, describing the car of their dreams compared to the car they have,
and expressing doubt about the medical advice given to them by an herbalist, I watched the
groups collaboratively complete the exam, occasionally giving suggestions and helps. As Lisa
was leaving the classroom, she proclaimed to me in triumph, “I finally understand the
subjunctive.” It is moments like this that convince me of the benefits of C-DA, especially in the
L2 classroom.
4.4.2 FSN: Kristin
Background and rationale for inclusion. That brings us to the second focus student,
Kristin. At the time of the study, Kristin was an 18-year-old psychology major in her sophomore
year of her university studies. On the personality test, Kristin was identified as a INFP-T or a
Mediator. Kristin explained that she is taking Spanish because she would like to be fluent. It is
also her declared minor at the university. She hopes to be able to use Spanish in her career. On
the pre-course FLCAS, Kristin scored a 3.33, placing her below the mean and in the second to
lowest quartile for anxiety. On the post-course FLCAS, she scored a 3.91 placing her in the
highest quartile for anxiety.
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I chose to interview Kristin because she was one of three students that showed a
significant increase of anxiety in the course with a p-value of less than 0.001. As a Spanish
minor, I was curious why her anxiety would increase and what I could learn from her experience
in the course to better help students who experience anxiety. I was also interested to know what
aspects of C-DA contributed to her increase in anxiety.
Collaborative Learning (CL). When Kristin was asked about CL, she responded
positively:
I think the group learning was beneficial because like in a normal lecture class where it’s
just like one person, if I was zoning out and I didn’t catch the notes, or like they called on
you, just you and you didn’t feel confident, so I liked in a group thing there was always
someone in the group that had that information, so like, I worked late and I didn’t read
the stuff last night so could you give it to me, or like [on the online homework] send a
picture, I don’t understand this, so send a picture,
Kristin expressed that she would have liked more traditional lectures in class but at the
same time expressed her perception of the positive nature of the class.
I did like the class. I wish there was a bit more of a lecture, honestly, so, but the group
work ‘cause in other Spanish classes it was usually just me tackling it myself or asking a
neighbor, ‘Hey do you understand what’s going on?’ so I liked being in a group setting, I
felt like I wasn’t the only one that understood it and if we understood it we understood it
together, simultaneous lightbulb effect, and well, I get it and this makes sense, this is why
this is that because the noun is this way or whatever.
To me, Kristin’s description of the “simultaneous lightbulb effect” is another way of
expressing the concept of the group ZPD. I frequently saw this joint understanding happening in
the classroom.
Dynamic Assessment (DA). Throughout the study, I made a daily concerted effort to
provide DA to the groups only as they needed it. Using prompts, reminders, and on occasion
modeling examples of solutions, I would try to help the groups come to an understanding on
their own. When I asked Kristin what an observer of our class would think of the DA that I
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practiced with them and if she thought others would believe learning was not taking place, she
responded:
Not really, like maybe she’s giving them easy work, or she’s just giving them all the
answers, but obviously, they could have someone sit in the classroom and watch and they
would see that you don’t outright tell them the answers, you say, ‘You need to look at
that, at that one. I’m not telling you its right or wrong, you just need to look at that.’ So
you’re not telling them the answers, you’re just letting them know that there is a problem.
Kristin continued to comment on the benefits of DA, both from me as the instructor and
from her group members. She explained:
You never noticed your mistakes until they were pointed out, and so to have someone sit
there and say ‘I don’t want to be mean, and I don’t want to be rude, but this is how it is.
This is how you really do this,’ so, ‘Hey, you’re not spelling that word right, this is how
you spell that word right.’ To have someone there to point that out ‘cause you’re like ‘I
need to spell this right,’ or ‘This has an accent mark,’ or ‘So I need to start putting
accent marks on this stuff.’
Group Evaluation (GE). I was a little surprised and very impressed as I watched how
simply students took on the role of the More Knowledgeable Other (MKO) and how that role
would pass from student to student comfortably and naturally in the groups. Kristin also
commented on the socially collaborative nature between the groups and the instructor. She
referred to this collaboration when she said:
I liked how involved you were, because in other classes if you try to ask the professor
they are like ‘Well, it’s on page such and such in your book,’ and you were very like
‘Okay, let me explain it to you, let me give you the rundown,’ and you didn’t give one
group more time than the other you tried to give everyone the same amount of time, so
like if someone was having a problem and someone else was having a problem, you were
like ‘Everyone, stop what you’re doing, we’re going to go over this really quick, I’m
going to write it on the board and here are some examples,’ Like I know that people were
probably asking you the same things over and over and you are like ‘I just said this’ but
you were like ‘Let me explain it again’ and you were always there to answer questions if
anything was confusing, So I really appreciated that.
That is the environment that I tried to foster in the classroom to enable and encourage
collaborative learning. I frequently tell my students “I love mistakes,” and it is true. When
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learning a L2, frequent mistakes will invariably be made, but the purpose of language is not
perfection. Contrarily, it is social communication.
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA). Kristin sees herself as a person who
frequently experiences anxiety. She explained her anxiety in Spanish class like this:
In a classroom setting where I’m with people that are trying to learn Spanish [my anxiety
is] not as bad because I’m with people that are trying to learn Spanish, and they’re not
going to say anything or they’ll think that’s not right in their head, and they’re learning
Spanish too, but if I was in a classroom full of native speakers and I was trying to speak
Spanish, I would feel really, really nervous about it because obviously they know Spanish
and I don’t really know Spanish.
After that response, I asked her why how she would account for her increase in anxiety during
the course. She said:
The more rules we learned, everything was like the same, and it seemed the same, and I
didn’t understand what it meant in English because it didn’t exist in English, and so and
then the groups, the group projects, some of my groups didn’t meet up outside of class,
rehearse or anything , they just do their slides, or power point or whatever and then not
say anything to the other people and that stressed me out, I think towards the middle of
the semester, I was getting anxiety from all my other classes.
Here, Kristin pinpointed several potential issues related to the implementation of C-DA. Her
response hearkened back to the FLCAS item 30 “I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you
have to learn to speak a foreign language.” She also expressed her concern over group member
participation and configuration. Her third concern was regarding other aspects of her life, when
she said, “I think towards the middle of the semester, I was getting anxiety from all my other
classes.”
Because of Kristin’s increase in anxiety throughout the semester, I asked her what she
thought I could do to help those students with anxiety. She responded:
I think the group learning was beneficial because like in a normal lecture class where it’s
just like one person, if I was zoning out and I didn’t catch the notes, or like they called on
you, just you and you didn’t feel confident, so it wasn’t anything about the class, it was
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just myself and making myself anxious so it was like I’m not really good at Spanish, and
I’m in this class, this is so difficult, I can’t pronounce anything right, it’s just so difficult.
In my discussion with Kristin, I felt that a part of her anxiety stemmed from the material we were
covering, part from the groups she was assigned to, and part to other aspects of her life outside of
class. Fortunately, some of these issues have potential of being addressed.
4.4.3 FSN: Natalie
Background and rationale for inclusion. That brings us to Natalie. Natalie is a very
good student. At the start of this course, she was a 20-year-old in her junior year and had a 3.96
cumulative grade point average. Her major is Rhetoric and Writing and her minor is Creative
Writing. She took Intermediate Spanish because it was required for her major. She also explained
that she took Spanish in high school but then said, “I retained nothing, but I really enjoyed it.”
She indicated that she sees the benefits of knowing Spanish for employment, and also indicated
that she would eventually like to travel and felt knowing Spanish would be of a benefit when
traveling.
She received the highest final percentage grade of all students participating in the study
over both semesters. She was identified as being in the top quartile of students in oral proficiency
based on her score on the iSPi. Even with Natalie’s high level of proficiency in Spanish, her
average score on the pre-course FLCAS was above the mean at 3.58. However, on the postcourse FLCAS, she scored a 2.21, thereby experiencing one of the greatest decreases in anxiety
with a p-value of less than 0.001, and also positioning her in the lowest quartile for anxiety.
I selected Natalie as a focus student because of her significant decrease in anxiety. As a
high-achieving student with a high G.P.A., I was interested to see how she perceived her own
anxiety and how it impacted her learning. I was also interested to hear her perception of the
application of C-DA in our classroom.
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Collaborative Learning (CL). When I asked Natalie how she felt about our group
learning in class, she responded, “I loved it. It was so much, I’m so nervous in general all the
time, and it was way better for that.” When observing Natalie working with her various groups,
she was always conscientious about including others that may have been struggling. She also
was always willing and ready to negotiate meaning with the students in her group. I remember a
particular occasion in class where the students were collaboratively working in their groups on
an in-class assignment. As I moved through the class, I noticed that Natalie’s group had a
disagreement on how to proceed with the assignment. It was clear that Natalie was confident in
her approach to the question, but she had carefully listened to another student in the group with
whom she disagreed and attempted to incorporate his understanding in their final product. To
me, that is the greatest benefit of C-DA: the ability to create a space for students to serve
mutually as the MKO without interference from the teacher.
On another occasion, a similar situation had arisen in Natalie’s group. This was during a
different unit, so the other students in her group were not the same as in the previous example.
The group was working on an item on a group test. In my rounds through the class, I had
commented on a particular issue on the group’s test, but when I returned, I noticed that they were
still struggling. At this point, Natalie as the unofficial spokesperson for her group, asked me for
help on what they were struggling with. With a few words, I was able to help them see what they
were missing, and they continued in their group learning. In some ways, it helped me validate
my role as the teacher, but it also underscored the importance of social learning.
Natalie indicated that one of the benefits of group work was related to becoming friends
in the class. She explained, “Usually speaking in front of people is embarrassing, and if you’ve
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already had almost everybody in the class in a group then you’re not embarrassed any more.
‘Cause you’re friends now and you’re not embarrassed anymore.”
Natalie also explained a disadvantage to collaborative learning that merits attention. She
said:
Sometimes it took longer to do the group work because we didn’t have a lecture
beforehand, so even a really short lesson first would have made it take less time, because
we were trying to figure it out before we could even get started on it and it always felt
like we were like rushing.
This is an issue that I heard during several of the interviews that I conducted and is an issue that I
will need to address.
Dynamic Assessment (DA). When asked about receiving help from me as the instructor
using DA, Natalie explained how she felt about it in three words, “Way less nervous.” That
simple response seems to support my hypothesis that C-DA may lead to a reduction in anxiety.
Toward the end of my interview with Natalie, I asked her about any benefits she could
see in her future life from what we learned this semester. She responded:
Mmm. I learned a lot more. I feel like I’m a lot more comfortable even if it wasn’t a
specific thing, I’ve, especially with like the oral interviews because last semester, we did
one oral interview, but I had all the questions so everything was like memorized, and now
I have to like talk off the top of my head which is like very nerve racking, because I’m a
very nervous person, but I feel a lot more comfortable doing that now.
Before we completed the interview, I tried to convince Natalie to change her minor from
Creative Writing to Spanish. She explained that she would except for the fact that she was
graduating in December and did not have time. I was heartened knowing that she had at least
thought about minoring in Spanish.
Group Evaluation. On the topic of Group Evaluation, Natalie said,
I don’t mind the group tests because we all equally work on them. The projects I usually
don’t care because you let us divide it and everybody does their part. The only thing I
don’t like is [the group homework] because I can’t force someone to do it.
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She felt that all members generally contributed equally and even when there was a student in one
of her groups that was frequently absent, she explained that it didn’t bother her because as soon
as the student returned, she got caught up and did her part.
4.4.4 FSN: Eric
Background and rationale for inclusion. Eric was a 26-year-old senior in the last
semester of his university studies. His major was History and his minor political science. Eric
was the only male focus student for whom a FSN was written which was representative of the
30% of males across all participants in the study. His GPA of 2.88 was in the lowest quartile of
students in the study. He also received one of the lowest grades in the class. His iSPi ranked him
in the second to lowest quartile of participants in the study. His pre-course FLCAS was a 4.15
placing him in the highest quartile of the class for anxiety level. His post-course FLCAS was a
3.36 and he showed a significant reduction in anxiety throughout the semester with a p-value <
0.001.
Eric explained that he took Spanish because it was required for his major. He also said
that he had procrastinated taking it until his last semester. However, he also explained that he
plays soccer and that everyone he plays soccer with speaks Spanish. He also added “everybody at
work speaks Spanish.” He therefore could clearly see the benefits of learning Spanish. When I
asked him how the class could have better met his future needs in Spanish he replied “Well,
definitely if I had taken it sooner that would have been a big help. And if I wasn’t taking 18
credit hours [this semester] that would have been a big help too.” I asked Eric if he may have
considered minoring in Spanish and he said, “Yeah, I was going to. I know that that sounds crazy
because of as much as a bum as I was this semester, originally I was but I was going to graduate
like two semesters later.” Part of the reason for selecting Eric as a focus student was that he had
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expressed to me earlier in the semester during a private communication that he did not care for
some aspects of CL.
Collaborative Learning (CL). When I asked Eric about his perception of CL, he
explained:
Well for me, like in the history department, it’s more like just listening to the professor
you know. I don’t care what these other people in my group have to say. That’s just me
and my personality. I’m just there to listen to the professor. We’re like there in the group
and like asking each other ‘What did she [the instructor] say?’ But in my last group, that
was really good because [the other members of the group would ask] ‘What do you guys
want to do?’
For Eric, the group he was assigned to had an impact on his perception of CL. He had a much
more positive outlook of it if the group worked better together.
Dynamic Assessment. When I asked Eric about DA, he said, “I think that’s awesome. I
don’t know if you remember but when I was doing the part of it if I were the chancellor, and I put
that whatever it is ‘fueron,’ or ‘fueran’ or whatever it is.” From his comment here, it is clear that
he still was not completely sure of his past subjunctive forms or use, but it was also clear that he
had an emerging knowledge of it. To me that is what DA is about: discovering where the student
is and then moving forward from there. In the interview, I verified for him that the form he was
actually searching for was ‘fueran’ to which he responded “Yeah, I knew it was there, I knew it,
but I just skipped over it and hey there’s something there and I remembered it and so I wrote it
down.” This shows that dynamically helping a student work in their ZPD extends even to a semistructured interview after the course has ended.
Group Evaluation. Concerning GE, Eric explained that one of the reasons he liked it is
because he felt he had something to contribute. On exam 3, there was a section that where they
wrote what they would do if they were the chancellor. He said, “That was great because I
remembered it and in our group in particular, I knew how to do it.” He then explained that there
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were others in his group that knew how to write well in the past, and another member that knew
how to use the subjunctive for influence in the past. I also asked Eric if he thought the
components of C-DA could be applied to other classes or materials. He said, “Uhh, yeah. It’s just
I don’t know a professor that’s going to do that.”
Toward the end of our interview, I asked Eric if he thought the class was a good or bad
experience. His response was as follows:
Little bit of both. In the history department, there’s a couple of outgoing ones over there,
but it’s not like open discussion. You’re not getting called on so I’m in the back taking my
notes, minding my business and then that’s a wrap, so when I come over here, you are so
outgoing and happy every single day and when I get off work at like 2:30, 3:00 am and
the last thing I want to do is to like come to your class and I don’t want to talk to you and
for me in particular maybe because I’m older, I don’t want to come to class to make
friends and hang out with these people after school. I just want to graduate. So that was a
little different. I liked it though. I think it was a good experience.
This response that Eric gave underscores for me that no matter how much we want something to
work, no matter how beneficial we try to make it, the students in our classes come with
everything else that is going on in their lives and for a lot of them it is more about going through
the motions and less about learning and developing. Nonetheless, I also believe that his response
underscores the responsibility we have to try new things and always provide a learning
environment for our students.
4.4.5 FSN: Sarah
Background and rationale for inclusion. Sarah was a junior studying English with a
minor in Creative Writing at the time of the study. Although a confident student, Sarah scored in
the highest quartile of the study on her Pre-FLCAS with an average score of 4.24. She ranked 6th
highest of all participants (n=64) in the study for anxiety. When asked about how she saw herself
using Spanish in the future, Sarah responded,
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I see myself using Spanish in the future off and on. It depends on how confident I am and
how comfortable I am with the people around me. But if I know that I can help in a
situation with my Spanish then I would use it.
She identified her reasons for taking the course as follows: “It was required for my major…. I
know I struggle with foreign language so I didn’t want to bring down my GPA willingly.” Even
with her self-perceived recognition of struggling with foreign languages, her anxiety by the end
of the semester had decreased significantly to a 3.24 with a p-value of less than 0.001.
The primary reason I chose Sarah was because of her relatively high anxiety at the
beginning of the semester and the significant drop in her anxiety level by the end. Additionally,
Sarah is able to articulate her thoughts clearly and eloquently as is seen in her narrative that
follows.
Collaborative Learning (CL). Sarah said the following about CL:
I loved the group learning. Because I am not confident in my Spanish at all, it helps
knowing that you are with students that are also not only self-conscious, but you realize
that they also are struggling. Because in previous classes, you would be the one in the
corner thinking ‘I don’t understand this but everyone else seems to understand the
concepts.’ But when you are in the groups, you realize that [the other students] are
struggling with [the concept] too. I can help with what they are struggling with and they
are able to help with what I am struggling with. It was a very good transactional learning
environment.
This quote is reflective of several comments by other students. While working in groups, they
were able to see that they were not alone and that it was okay to have questions and not
understand everything perfectly. Once again, the idea of a group ZPD is evidenced. However,
here what I see is a clear indication of the misperceptions that students, and probably teachers as
well can have of the actual level of development (what the student can do without assistance) of
the students.
Sarah continued along this train of thought explaining that she felt some students in her
groups took advantage of the CL in the class. She said
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I felt like some people took advantage. You could tell that they were trying, but maybe
they didn’t come as prepared as everyone else, but they were still trying to contribute. I
was lucky with some of the groups I was in. Everybody did very well and you could tell
that they were trying… Some other people were not as lucky.
Although Sarah did express some trepidation about receiving group grades on projects, she
preferred receiving group grades on exams because “then everyone is putting forth as much effort
as possible because we’re all in the same boat.”
Sarah also expressed her frustration on one occasion with CL. At one point during the
semester, we held formal debates where two or three members of the group would actively
participate in the front of the class while the others would observe. During this time period, the
groups had been assigned some related worksheets focusing on the use of subjunctive with
adverbial clauses that were to be turned in upon completion of the debates. On one particular
day, three members of her group were participating in the debate and that left the fourth member
of the group alone to finish the worksheets. She said, “We felt really bad because Carlie was by
herself doing the worksheet…. That was frustrating because we felt like we had so much that we
had to do and we had to focus on the debate and we also had to do the worksheet.” Although this
could have been resolved by better planning on the group’s part, as the instructor, I probably
overloaded the students with work thinking that it would be easier for them because they were
working in groups.
Dynamic Assessment. When asked about Dynamic Assessment, Sarah responded:
[Dynamic Assessment] was fantastic when you would go around and point out what
we’re missing. A lot of it we know, we know how to do it, but we just forget because we
are concentrating on something else on the test and it just slips our mind.
When Vygotsky said, “What children can do with the assistance of others might be in some
sense even more indicative of their mental development than what they can do alone” (1978, p.
86), I think he was referring in part to just what Sarah referred to. Often, under stressful, anxiety
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filling experiences (like a formal exam), it is very possible if not probable to forget some of what
we know and overlook minor details. If a simple reminder enables a learner to recall previously
studied and understood material, is that not indicative of that student’s level of development
and/or learning?
An aspect of C-DA that potentially could be a concern is group grading. Although there
was some independent grading in the class, the majority of grades were given to small groups.
Sarah identified her ambiguous feelings related to group grading:
I have mixed feelings about getting group grades on group projects. I think everyone
does, because you are dependent on other people and it’s easier to get graded on what
you are doing because you know like I’m putting forth as much effort as possible,
whereas someone else may not.
However, she did see the value of working together and creating a group ZPD.
Group Evaluation (GE). Sarah explained the beneficial aspects of GE recognizing her
ability to both contribute and learn from others:
I mostly helped with grammatical things, because I am better at writing the grammar
than I am at speaking it. I struggle with memorizing vocab. It never sticks with me which
is why I have trouble writing it but I understand the concepts. So, usually for like tests we
would break up the tests and the people that understood the vocabulary would do the
vocabulary section and then other people would do the grammatical section but we
would check it over and talk about it to make sure.
This was something I attempted to avoid in the planning of the class and GE. I was aware of the
tendency of students to divide work up and then only study those parts to which they were
assigned resulting more in cooperative learning than CL. For this reason, the groups were
changed on the day of the test and the students would not know beforehand who the members of
their new group would be until arriving in class. After the first test, possibly because the students
were not accustomed to the methods used in the class, I do not recall any complaints about the
new groups being assigned on the day of the test. However, after the second test, the students
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were quite vociferous in expressing their thoughts about the difficulties of changing groups.
They explained that it was hard to collaborate with new students. They had grown accustomed to
learning and working together, and on test day, all the anxieties and newness that are associated
with working with new people came back.
Sarah also expressed her positive view of GE. She said, “I truly enjoyed it. I felt like we
learned a whole bunch because we were able to conference about the whole thing and there was
less pressure.”
Although Sarah does not self-identify as a person who can learn languages easily, I
believe the structure of the course provided an environment where she was comfortable using the
language and working with others to learn more Spanish.
4.4.6 FSN: Jennifer
This genesis of this last FSN is different from the others. Due to the lack of
change in anxiety in Jennifer, I did not select her to participate in a semi-structured interview,
believing that she would not add much new data or information to the study. However, Jennifer
found my research on Vygotsky and the study I was conducting in the class to be interesting
enough to select Vygotsky as the topic for a research paper entitled “Inspiration to Try” for her
Developmental Psychology class. With Jennifer’s permission, I have included some of the
information she wrote and combined with my observations of her in the classroom, I wrote the
following FSN.
Background and rationale for inclusion. Jennifer is also a very good student. She had
successfully taken Beginning Spanish I with me as the instructor and felt that she could by-pass
second semester Spanish and move directly to Intermediate I. Over the Christmas vacation, she
studied the material that was covered in Beginning II and hoped she had learned the material
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well enough to survive the more-advanced course. She is a Biology major and during the course
of the semester, changed her minor to Spanish. She had a 4.0 university GPA and was a 21-yearold sophomore. On the pre-course FLCAS, Jennifer scored a 3.55 and on the post-course FLCAS
she scored a 3.30, therefore showing an insignificant decrease in anxiety. Her pre-course score
was slightly above the mean of the study (M=3.4) as was her post-course score (M=3.1). She did
not show any significant change in anxiety between the pre- and post-course (p-value = 0.423).
Collaborative Learning (CL). With Jennifer’s permission, I have included excerpts
from this research paper, and coupled with my observations of Jennifer, I have created the FSN
that follows.
Jennifer started her paper like this:
“The mediocre teacher tells. The good teacher explains. The superior teacher
demonstrates. The great teacher inspires” (Ward, 1968). Learning is a complex process
dependent mostly upon the student’s effort, but largely upon the teacher’s effort, as well.
Lev Vygotsky innovated a teaching strategy that creates a means by which a teacher can
inspire. By using concepts from Vygotsky’s theory of cognitive development, teachers can
inspire students to try.
I was intrigued by Jennifer’s interpretation of Vygotskian theory of cognitive development as a
theory whereby teachers can inspire students to try. Although I had never considered the role of
“teacher” in Vygotsky’s theory as one focused on student inspiration, I could see the application
of a group ZPD and student collaborative learning with peers as a fount of inspiration. Jennifer
went on to describe Vygotsky’s theory of cognitive development through an explanation of the
ZPD and the application of scaffolding in the classroom.
The last two pages of Jennifer’s paper turned to a practical example which happened to
be our Intermediate Spanish class which she had taken the previous semester. This is how
Jennifer perceived and described the process I implemented in the class:
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[S]tudents were divided into groups of 3-4 students. Collaborative learning and
assessments included quizzes and homework grades that relied upon the effort and
participation of the other group members. A student who mastered the daily Spanish
homework were obliged to assist their group members for their own grade-sake. In
addition, as groups worked collectively on an assessment, students who knew the
material better than another were challenged by having to explain the material to those
who were not at that same level.
Although I had not specifically described my method to the participants in the study, I was
pleased that Jennifer had recognized the collaborative role that I encouraged the students to take
in the classroom. She also recognized the advantages of being both the MKO as well as the
student learner.
Dynamic Assessment (DA). Jennifer went on to explain the practice of DA in the
classroom:
Professor McClellan…assisted early in the semester with vocabulary and Spanish verb
conjugation, even on examinations. As the semester went on, she relinquished assistance
as students began feeling more confident in the material and demonstrated emerging
mastery. This type of scaffolding inspired students to try harder and harder as they were
given detailed examples of the content, but then expected after a while to produce results
on their own.
Here, although Jennifer does not reference the quote by Vygotsky that states “What the
child is able to do in collaboration today he will be able to do independently tomorrow” (1987, p.
210), it is clear that she saw this very thing unfold in the classroom. Something I had not
considered before reading Jennifer’s comments was that student led DA itself had to be learned
dynamically, had to be modeled, had to be scaffolded.
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA). Jennifer additionally commented on
the beneficial reduction of anxiety as a result of the implementation of C-DA. She said:
One benefit in this specific application of Vygotskian theory was that students were
unafraid to ask Professor McClellan or other classmates in their group for help with
certain challenging questions. As a result, students were able to master the required
content, with confidence, as they felt reassured on examination day with the sense of
comradery and support from everyone in the classroom. This was relayed back to
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Professor McClellan as students were given post examination surveys that rated their test
anxiety. If students were still feeling excess anxiety, Mrs. McClellan reached out to those
students to, again, offer support and reinforcement in the areas in which they were
struggling.
Too often in our traditional classrooms and static test environments, we make it difficult
for students to dare pose questions or show any weakness. Vygotsky makes it clear that negative
emotions are not conducive to learning or development when he says, “In the sphere of
emotions, where sensation and affect reign, neither understanding nor real communication is
possible, but only affective contagion” (1986, 8). Discussion of my findings included in the
FSNs above will be included in Chapter 5.
4.5 Summary of Results and Findings
Chapter 4 includes the results and findings from the present study. Table 19 shows a
summary of the results from the pre-course and post-course FLCAS. As shown in the table, there
was a general reduction both by item as well as by student in FLCA with the implementation of
C-DA. However, 9% of the students participating in the study experienced a significant increase
in anxiety.
Table 19. Summary of Results from FLCAS
Summary of Results from FLCAS

By item
(n=33):
By student
(n=56):
By item
(n=33):
By student
(n=56):

Average Pre-course
FLCAS

Average Post-course
FLCAS

p-value from two tailed
t-test

3.92

3.01

0.0015

3.44

3.09

0.0009

Increase in anxiety

No change in anxiety

Decrease in anxiety

28 (85%)

1 (3%)

4 (12%)

38 (68%)

1 (2%)

17 (30%)
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By item
(n=33):
By student
(n=56):

Significant increase in
anxiety (p-score < 0.05)

No significant change in
anxiety (p-score >0 .05)

Significant decrease in
anxiety (p-score < 0.05)

18 (55%)

14 (42%)

1 (3%)

25 (45%)

26 (46%)

5 (9%)

To better understand the results as shown in Table 19, the results of the PEGTQ were
analyzed. These results shed light on the extent as well as the practices associated with formal
GE that contributed to FLCA and additionally provided data that explored students’ perceptions
of C-DA in the L2 classroom. Finally, the FSN provided a closer look at individual students’
perceptions of C-DA. In Chapter 5, we will discuss in detail the implications of these results and
findings. Additionally, the data generated by the semi-structured interviews will be analyzed
across all students, highlighting areas of unfavorable responses to C-DA as well as favorable
responses to C-DA.
Chapter 5: What is C-DA? Does it Affect FLCA? What Next?
In Chapter 4, the results and findings of the research were presented in the form of tables
and figures showing trends of change in student anxiety with the application of Collaborative
Dynamic Assessment (C-DA), tables showing patterns of response to the implementation of
Group Evaluation (GE), and Focus-Student Narratives (FSNs) that looked at individual students’
perceptions of C-DA. In chapter 5, we will return one final time to the research questions of this
dissertation, addressing each one specifically by distilling the data from Chapter 4. Here we will
address patterns of similarities across students as well as differences that emerged. As a final
reminder, the guiding research questions of this study are as follows:
1. What is Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA) and how is it implemented in a third
semester university Spanish classroom?
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2. What are the impacts of the implementation of C-DA on Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety (FLCA)?
3. What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the Second Language (L2) classroom?
In this chapter, we will discuss the results and findings presented in Chapter 4 by synthesizing
the quantitative results from the FLCAS and the PEGTQ with the qualitative findings that
emerged from the FSNs, highlighting similarities and differences across students.
5.1 Question 1: What is C-DA and how is it implemented?
C-DA as defined in this study is the melding of Collaborative Learning (CL), Dynamic
Assessment (DA), and Group Evaluation (GE). Using the data presented in Chapter 4, we will
briefly look at each of these components and the part they play in C-DA and then we will
examine how they are melded together in daily classroom instruction and assessment.
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Although research has been done in all three of these areas in the field of L2 acquisition, the idea
of melding them together into one method has not been studied. I believe that it is in the
combination of these components that they become most beneficial. Therefore, here we will take
a closer look of the melding of these separate components.
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5.1.1 Melding CL with DA & GE
We will first focus on CL and how it is melded with DA and GE in daily instruction and
learning. Item 4 of the Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire (PEGTQ) highlights an example
of this melding. When asked what best helped them prepare for the formal exams, over 50
percent of the respondents marked “in-class work.” Throughout the study, concerted effort was
made to have the work done in groups during class time be reflective of the items on the
summative exams given at the end of each unit.
As an example, as part of unit three of the course, when working with “no-fault se”
constructions, during in-class work the student groups wrote narratives about Alejandro y el día
terrible, horrible, espantoso, horroroso (Alexander and his terrible, horrible, no good, very bad
day). Then on the formal group test they were asked to use the same structures to write about a
terrible day that they had experienced. In C-DA, on a daily basis, the students work together to
solve problems and complete tasks. Therefore, when they are formally assessed, they are
prepared to do the same. During the time that the students are learning to use these structures in
formative assessment as well as when they are completing similar tasks during summative
assessment, the instructor participates with them through the implementation of DA in the form
of prompts, hints, and reminders. Hence, we see the fusion of all three components of C-DA as it
contributes to CL during both formative and summative assessment .
Additionally, after Exam 3, 37% of the students completing item 4 of the PEGTQ
indicated that study groups had helped them prepare for the exam. This may indicate that CL
extended beyond in-class work and was also applied outside of class time. In anticipation of
receiving a group grade on an upcoming summative evaluation, the group members found it
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beneficial to mutually serve as the More Knowledgeable Other (MKO) even in the absence of
the instructor.
In many traditional classrooms, learning and instruction is often seen as a separate entity
from formal assessment. Although informal, formative assessment is often used jointly with
learning, formal assessment is frequently conducted in a static, non-dynamic environment with
no interaction or interference from others. Conversely, C-DA promotes a dynamic, social
atmosphere, even during formal assessment. It espouses the Vygotskian theory that “what
[learners] can do with the assistance of others might be…even more indicative of their mental
development than what they can do alone” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 85). When looking at the
classroom observation presented in Chapter 4, we see this pattern of CL when C-DA is being
applied.
The observation included in the study was made during a formal assessment; however, as
the formal assessment was being performed, learning and language development were occurring
simultaneously. As the groups worked together solving problems on a shared written document,
they each had opportunities to serve as the More Knowledgeable Other (MKO) at times and as
the learner at others. On the third section of the exam taken during the observation, after
watching a clip from the telenovela “Juana Inés,” the students discussed together what they had
seen and proceeded together to give a summary of the events portrayed. Obviously, if they
worked on this activity as individuals, they would all have written different summaries; but by
working together, all the information they had gathered as individuals was combined into one
group response. The vocabulary possessed by the group, the understanding of grammatical
structures, and even the observations made during the viewing of the clip were all combined to
create a group Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD).
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As focus student Sarah (pseudonym) mentioned in her interview, each member of the
group has something to contribute, and by working together, all members benefitted and learned
from one another. Sarah felt she understood the grammatical structures, but that others had larger
vocabularies and therefore were able to contribute in that way. As I would observe the groups
working together to solve problems on a daily basis, I clearly saw the impact of collaboration
and the benefits of group contributions.
5.1.2 Melding DA with CL & GE
As a principle component of C-DA, Dynamic Assessment (DA) includes assessing the
students’ actual level of development, determining their level of potential development, and then
assisting the student to work in their Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) found between these
two levels. In C-DA, not only is DA applied to groups of students similarly to Group-Dynamic
Assessment (G-DA) (Poehner, 2009), but the assistance to students is given not only by the
instructor but also by their more knowledgeable peers, recognizing that all students may serve as
the more knowledgeable other (MKO) at different times and with different subjects or materials.
In this classroom practice we clearly see the merging of CL with DA.
On the PEGTQ after exam 3 which all students took in groups, when asked about DA on
item 10, 69% of the participants, indicated that they learned as they took the exams because of
the help from the instructor. In comparison, on exam 1 and 2 the first semester, only 37% of the
group that took the exam as individuals expressed that they learned as they took the exam
compared to 64% of those that took the exam in groups. Another advantage expressed by the
participants of DA was that 87% of the participants felt free to ask for clarification during formal
assessment.
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When DA extends beyond daily instruction and formative assessment to summative
testing, and when DA extends from only the instructor serving as the MKO to students taking
that role in both formative as well as summative assessment, the result is C-DA. CL is always
occurring, encouraged by GE, and assisted by DA both from the instructor as well as from the
students’ peers.
The ability to use interactionist DA as opposed to interventionist DA is additionally
enhanced through the implementation of C-DA. As a reminder, interventionist DA is most
frequently used for quantitative analysis of DA. With interventionist DA, mediation is
predetermined and scripted using hints ranging from implicit to explicit. Conversely,
interactionist DA is more frequently used with qualitative analysis. With interactionist DA, the
mediation is adaptable and is tailored to each learner.
During the classroom observation of the group exam, I did not see the need to use
prescribed, sequential prompts. Because all the students had worked together daily in groups
receiving assistance from the instructor only as needed and the students had participated in the
role as MKO with their own classmates, I was fairly confident of what they were capable of with
my assistance, but I was also aware of what assistance they probably needed. In the case with
Group 2 and their inclusion of unnecessary diacritical marks, I knew that that particular grouping
of students would need additional help in recognizing they had added something that was
unnecessary. Even when I asked them pointedly why they had included accent marks, they
continued looking confused. I followed up by asking them if in the present tense accents were
generally used. Without answering my own question, I left the group to discuss my questions and
collaboratively decide what they wanted to change. In this particular instance, the group needed
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additional prompting from me as the instructor, but after being pointed in the right direction, I
was confident that they could work together to find a solution to the problem.
When I first implemented this type of DA with groups of learners, I was afraid that I
would receive perfect tests with no errors. I learned quickly that open-ended, dynamic questions
on exams were essential to determine what the students were capable of without assistance and
what they continued to struggle with. I found it interesting that over the two semesters with all
participants in the study, I never received a perfect exam and it was very rare to receive even one
item on a completed exam that was free from errors. There were always areas where, even with
their collaboration in groups and with DA from me, they still made mistakes. However,
compared to an exam that is less dynamic and more static as in the case of fill-in-the-blank tests
commonly used in L2 formal assessment, the groups of students were able to demonstrate their
ability to communicate ideas successfully.
Just as it was rare to receive an answer that was completely free from errors, it was also
very rare for the students not to show at least partial mastery of what was being tested. On exams
where students perform as individuals, this is not necessarily the case. Perhaps due to frustration
with the material, fear of answering incorrectly, or embarrassment of lack of understanding,
students are in some cases reticent to even attempt some answers on summative exams; however,
with the application of GE, many of this reticence seems to melt away.
5.1.3 Melding GE with CL & DA
As I have discussed, the least commonly used component of C-DA in the L2 classroom is
that of GE. Although CL, DA, and GE are seen in all aspects of C-DA, it is during formal
assessment that the presence of all three components in tandem is the most apparent.
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On item 11 of the PEGTQ which asks students to select their preferred method for taking
an exam, after exam 1 and 2, over 73% of the respondents that participated in GE indicated that
they preferred taking an exam in a group whereas only 16% of those who took the exam as
individuals preferred group testing. Those who had not yet participated in GE clearly showed a
preference to individual testing at 58% of the respondents. Conversely, it is also important to
note that those who had practiced GE preferred it to individual testing.
Only the students who participated in GE were asked about their preference for taking a
collaborative exam as opposed to an individual exam. On item 13 which asks for the students’
preference for taking a collaborative exam as opposed to an individual exam, of those sampled,
12% indicated that they preferred taking exams individually, but over 60% indicated that they
preferred taking a group exam. Anecdotally, I was always impressed at the feeling in the
classroom as students would leave after participating in GE. Instead of a feeling of
discouragement, frustration, or embarrassment, the students would leave smiling with their heads
held high. They exuded an air of confidence and accomplishment as they turned in their exams
and left together in friendly, social groups.
On item 7 of the PEGTQ, the students were asked what they saw as the benefits of taking
an exam individually. Approximately fifty percent of those who had not participated in group
testing indicated that with an individual exam, they really study (47%), they really learn (47%)
and the instructor knows they know the material (58%). In contrast, the percentages for the
benefits of taking an individual exam were much lower with those who participated in group
testing: they really study (27%), they really learn (9%) and the instructor knows they know the
material (27%). I find it especially interesting that 47% of those who took the exams as
individuals as compared to 9% of those that took the exams in groups felt that they really learned
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while taking exams. This is indicative to me of one of the most valuable advantages of C-DA;
that the students feel they are learning while they are being assessed. This assumption is
supported by the perceived benefits of taking an exam with other students in item 9 which asks
about the disadvantages to taking an exam with other students. Eighty-six percent of those who
participated in GE felt they learned from their peers, and 91% felt it beneficial to discuss and
negotiate possible answers. The group that tested individually scored both of these much lower.
The benefits of peer feedback in CL as in the study of Allen and Mills (2016), the
increased language development observed with the application of DA (Lantolf & Poehner,
2006), and the enhancement of vocabulary acquisition with the implementation of GE
(Khodareza & Shabani, 2016), were all shown in this study. Additionally, however, the benefits
derived from the melding of these three components has not been explored until now. It is in the
combination of these elements that I see the greatest potential of benefits.
5.2 Question 2: What are the impacts of C-DA on FLCA?
The second research question of the study was regarding the impacts of C-DA on Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA). As explained earlier, I had hypothesized that its
implementation would have a positive impact on lowering FLCA; however, I needed to
experiment with real students to see first if C-DA did lower FLCA. I then would look at the
extent of the impact of C-DA on FLCA and explore how and why these changes occurred.
All participants (n=64) in the study completed a pre-course FLCAS and most (n=56)
completed a post-course FLCAS. The data from these surveys is the primary source of the
quantitative aspects of this study. In addition to the results from the FLCAS, the Focus-Student
Narratives (FSNs) also shed light on the impact of C-DA of FLCA which will be included in the
discussion that follows.
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The collection and comparison of the pre-course and post-course FLCAS from the
students resulted in some anticipated as well as some surprising results. Comparison of the data
was made by first performing pair-wise t-tests by item. These test resulted in 55% (18 items) of
the 33 items included in the FLCAS indicating a significant decrease in anxiety, 45% (14 items)
indicating no change in anxiety, and 3% (one item) showing a significant increase in anxiety.
Although, I had hypothesized that the implementation of C-DA in the L2 classroom would result
in a decrease in anxiety, I was surprised at the extent of decrease by item, and to a lesser extent
that there was one item that showed an increase in anxiety.
Similarly, pair-wise t-tests were performed on the data by student. Of the 56 students that
completed both the pre-course and the post-course FLCAS, 45% (25 students) showed a
significant decrease in anxiety, 46% (26 students) showed no significant change, and 9% (5
students) showed an increase in anxiety. Once again, I had hypothesized that the implementation
of C-DA would reduce student anxiety. However, I was surprised and curious why, with 9% of
the participants, there was an increase in anxiety. Figure 19 is a graphic representation of the
results of the study and Table 20 is a breakdown of the results.
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Figure 19. Graphic Depiction of Change in Anxiety
Graphic Depiction of Change in Anxiety

Table 20. Change in Anxiety by Item and by Student
Change in Anxiety by Item and by Student

Decrease
No Change
Increase

By Item (n=33)
Total
Significant
29
88%
18
55%
0
0%
14
42%
4
12%
1
3%

By Student (n=56)
Total
Significant
38
68%
25
45%
1
2%
26
46%
17
30%
5
9%

Table 20 shows the results of the FLCAS using the raw numbers in the “Total” columns and the
significant values as indicated by the pair-wise t-test by item and by student. These figures
indicate that overall, there was an average decrease in anxiety shown with the application of CDA in the classroom; however, they also indicate that for some students, the implementation of
C-DA resulted in an increase in anxiety. The mixed-methods approach to the analysis of the data
as outline is important to shed further light by looking at both the quantitative and the qualitative
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elements of the study. Here I will include a detailed analysis of the results from the FLCAS both
by item and by student after which I will present the findings related to FLCA as uncovered in
the semi-structured interviews. I will then triangulate my quantitative results with my qualitative
findings to more clearly understand the nuances of the data collected in this study regarding
FLCA.
5.2.1 Quantitative Data Related to FLCA
C-DA on FLCA Results by Item. When looking at the results of the pre-course FLCAS
by item, it is clear that for some items, the tendency to experience anxiety was higher than for
others. The averages of the two lowest items, item 17 (I often feel like not going to my language
class) and item 21 (The more I study for a language test, the more confused I get) both resulted
in greater than 2 standard deviations below the mean. The three items that were between one and
two standard deviations below the mean were items 19 (I am afraid that my language teacher is
ready to correct every mistake I make), item 5 (It wouldn’t bother me at all to take more foreign
language classes), and item 31 (I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak
the foreign language). When looking at these five items in the context of FLCA, I question if
item 17 and 21 are testing anxiety. Although the purpose of the present study is not to evaluate
the FLCAS as an instrument, I feel it is important to look at the validity of the items to better
understand the results. For this reason, I have included an analysis of some of the items in the
context of the construct which they may be testing.
Over my years as a language teacher, I have known many students who have not felt like
attending language class (as indicated in the results for item 17) for many different reasons, and
although anxiety could be one of those reasons, I’m not convinced that it is the main reason. Item
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21 also seems to be less related to anxiety than some of the other items on the survey. In my
experience, even an anxious student usually gets less confused with more study.
I was pleased that as university students, the participants were not overly concerned about
being laughed at by other students. That item probably is more applicable to a younger sample.
Another item in the survey that I question is item 6 (During language class, I find myself
thinking about things that have nothing to do with the course). In my interview with Kristin, I
asked her specifically about this item. She responded:
I think I put disagree on that one, because when I’m in a class, I think about what is in
the class and what we are doing in the class, because I don’t want to miss anything, for
an assignment or for a quiz, outside of class.
Kristin, being a student who has a self-perception of being anxious, explained that when she is in
class, she thinks about what we are doing so as not to miss anything. She continued:
I don’t think that question pertains to anxiety. I think it is personality wise, or maybe you
have a dead line in another class. I think it’s just a situational personal question that
doesn’t relate to anxiety.
For future research, for the above stated reasons, I would consider eliminating or editing items
17, 21 and 6.
The six items that were greater than one standard deviation above the mean were item 33
(I get nervous when the language teacher asks questions which I haven’t prepared in advance),
item 12 (In language class, I can get so nervous I forget things I know), item 10 (I worry about
the consequences of failing my foreign language class), item 2 (I don’t worry about making
mistakes in language class), item 9 (I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in
language class), and item 1 (I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my foreign
language class).
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These items are much more indicative of FLCA as I see it expressed in a university L2
classroom. Three of these items (33, 9, and 1) are specifically about speaking in class. That is
something I have frequently witnessed with my university students. Two of the items were
related to making mistakes. As I have stated, I welcome mistakes in my classes; however,
traditional teaching in other subjects is less tolerant of mistakes. In a math class or an accounting
class for example, a simple mistake can be very detrimental in the production of the final
product. On the other hand, in a L2 classroom, if communication of ideas is the goal, a small
mistake usually will not impede comprehensible transferal of information. Regarding item 10, I
believe that a student who is concerned about failing a L2 class would probably be equally
concerned with any other university class, and for that reason I may choose to eliminate or
rewrite item 10 as well.
When compared with the post-course FLCAS, the items showing the lowest levels of
anxiety that were greater than one SD below the mean were the same as on the pre-course
FLCAS with one exception, item 13 (It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my language
class). In a setting of C-DA, this is not of much surprise to me as that is what they do in class
every day: volunteer answers to their group.
Interestingly, on the post-course FLCAS, all four items that showed a high level of
anxiety at one SD higher than the mean were new. They included item 7 (I keep thinking that the
other students are better at languages than I am), item 22 (I don’t feel pressure to prepare very
well for language class), item 30 (I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to learn to
speak a foreign language), and item 14 (I would not be nervous speaking the foreign language
with native speakers). After working every class period with small groups, I was surprised that
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the respondents felt that others were better at the language. However, I believe that group work
does encourage better preparation for class as expressed in item 22.
On the scatterplot comparing the pre-course scores with the post-course scores, there
were only four items that showed an increase in anxiety (items 30, 14, 22, and 17), one item that
remained constant (item 32) and the remainder that showed a decrease in anxiety. At the end of a
difficult semester, I was not surprised to find that an increase number of students often felt like
not going to language class as indicated by item 17.
The more interesting information regarding FLCA is in the results of the pair-wise t-test
performed comparing the pre-course with the post-course FLCASs. Of the 33 items, 19 showed a
significant change. The seven items that showed the greatest decrease in student perceived
anxiety are shown in Table 21, starting with the item that showed the greatest decrease.
Table 21. FLCAS: Items With Decrease in Anxiety (p-values less than 0.001)
FLCAS: Items With Decrease in Anxiety (p-values less than 0.001)
16.
9.
2.
1.
20.
18.
4.

Even if I am well prepared for language class, I feel anxious about it.
I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in language class.
I don't worry about making mistakes in language class.
I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my foreign language class.
I can feel my heart pounding when I'm going to be called on in language class.
I feel confident when I speak in foreign language class.
It frightens me when I don't understand what the teacher is saying in the foreign language.

When looking at these items, they all appear to be clearly associated with anxiety in the L2
classroom. These results indicate that with the application of C-DA, students no longer felt as
much anxiety about attending Spanish class (item 16), they started to panic less when called on
to speak (item 9), they worried less about making mistakes (item 2), they felt more sure of
themselves when speaking (item 1), their hearts didn’t start pounding as much when called on
(item 20), they felt more confident (item 18), and they weren’t as frightened when they didn’t
understand the teacher. To me, these results alone merit additional study of the implementation
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of C-DA with the intent of lowering classroom anxiety. These items all represent attitudes that I
would like to change in all my L2 classrooms.
The next most significant items showing a decrease in anxiety are shown in Table 22.
Table 22. FLCAS: Items With Decrease in Anxiety (p-values between 0.001 and 0.01)
FLCAS: Items With Decrease in Anxiety (p-values between 0.001 and 0.01)
13.
33.
10.
3.
12.
29.
31.
24.

It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my language class.
I get nervous when the language teacher asks questions which I haven't prepared in advance.
I worry about the consequences of failing my foreign language class.
I tremble when I know that I'm going to be called on in language class.
In language class, I can get so nervous I forget things I know.
I get nervous when I don't understand every word the language teacher says.
I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak the foreign language.
I feel very self‐conscious about speaking the foreign language in front of other students.

Here we see that after the application of C-DA, the students were less embarrassed to volunteer
answers (item 13), they got less nervous when the teacher asked questions that they hadn’t
prepared (item 33), they worried less about failing (item 10), they trembled less when they knew
they were going to be called on (item 3), they forgot less due to nervousness (item 12), they did
not feel as nervous when they did not understand every word the teacher said (item 29), they
were less afraid of being laughed at (item 31), and they felt less self-conscious about speaking in
front of other students. With the application of C-DA in the classroom, all of these items
significantly decreased over one semester. The proposal that C-DA may contribute to the
lowering of FLCA is certainly suggested when looking at this items on the FLCAS.
There were three more items that showed a significant decrease, but less of a decrease
than the above items. These items are shown in Table 23:
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Table 23. FLCAS: Items With Decrease in Anxiety (p-values between 0.01 and 0.05)
FLCAS: Items With Decrease in Anxiety (p-values between 0.01 and 0.05)
27. I get nervous and confused when I am speaking in my language class.
23. I always feel that the other students speak the foreign language better than I do.
26. I feel more tense and nervous in my language class than in my other classes.

This indicates that after the implementation of C-DA, students got less nervous and confused
when speaking (item 27), they felt less like other students spoke better than they did, and they
felt less tense and nervous in language class than they did before (item 26).
There was one item that showed a significant increase in anxiety. That was item 30
shown in Table 24. This indicates that after the implementation of C-DA in the classroom,
students felt more overwhelmed by the number of rules they had to learn to speak Spanish.
Because of many new structures (including all the subjunctive mood) are introduced in
Intermediate Spanish I at this institution, I am not surprised that the students felt overwhelmed
by the rules they had to learn.
Table 24. FLCAS: Item With Increase in Anxiety (p-value between 0.01 and 0.05)
FLCAS: Item With Increase in Anxiety (p-value Between 0.01 and 0.05)
30. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to learn to speak a foreign language.

Reflection of this item that showed an increase in anxiety reminds us of the never-ending
discussion in the L2 classroom of the difference between learning and acquisition (Krashen,
1982). So often, in the L2 classroom, we focus on learning structures and grammatical elements
and forget the goal of communication and acquisition of language. This makes me question some
of my personal practices and suggests a way to greater enhance acquisition by placing less
emphasis on language learning.
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When looking at these results by item, it is clear that for 18 of the 33 items, there was a
significant reduction in anxiety. I also find it informative to look at the items that did not change
significantly. These 14 items are shown in Table 25.
Table 25. FLCAS: Items Showing no Significant Change
FLCAS: Items Showing no Significant Change
6.
8.
19.
25.
11.
7.
15.
28.
5.
21.
32.
22.
14.
17.

During language class I find myself thinking about things that have nothing to do with course.
I am usually at ease during tests in my language class.
I am afraid that my language teacher is ready to correct every mistake I make.
Language class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind.
I don't understand why some people get so upset over foreign language classes.
I keep thinking that the other students are better at languages than I am.
I get upset when I don't understand what the teacher is correcting.
When I'm on my way to language class, I feel very sure and relaxed.
It wouldn't bother me at all to take more foreign language classes.
The more I study for a language test, the more confused I get.
I would probably feel comfortable around native speakers of the foreign language.
I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for language class.
I would not be nervous speaking the foreign language with native speakers.
I often feel like not going to my language class.

Note. For all of these items the p-value was greater than 0.05

Several of these seem to be testing something other than FLCA (for example 6, 25, 11, 15, 5, 21,
32, 22, and 17) such as motivation, anxiety outside of the language class, and proficiency.
Further study of all of these items could shed more light on the benefits of their inclusion for
studies similar to this one.
FLCA Results by Student. The information above seems to support my proposition that
with the implementation of C-DA in the L2 classroom, FLCA is reduced. However, Vygotsky
has made it clear. All learners have different zones of proximal development. Even two learners
with similar actual mental ages or similar actual levels of development are different. I feel that in
a study of Vygotskian SCT, we must look at the participants as individuals.
For this reason, the next way we will study the pre-course FLCAS compared to the postcourse FLCAS by student. This was done in part to help determine who my focus students would
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be. The selected focus students were invited to participate in a semi-structured interview to share
their perspectives on the implementation of C-DA in the classroom.
The range of responses by student was much greater than the range by item. On the precourse FLCAS, the lowest average was a 1.3 and the highest was 4.8, and on the post-course
FLCAS the lowest was 1.4 and the highest was 4.6.
The scatterplot comparing the pre-course with the post-course by student (n=56) resulted
in 17 students showing an increase in anxiety, one showing no change, and the remainder
showing a decrease in anxiety.
Once again, I found the pair-wise t-test to be most informative. Of the 25 students
showing a significant decrease in anxiety, five were invited to participate in semi-structured
interviews. Of the 26 that showed no significant change, two were invited to be interviewed, and
of the five that showed an increase in anxiety, four were invited to participate in interviews.
When looking the results of the pairwise t-test by student as presented in Table 10, the
pattern of responses is similar to the pattern seen in the results by item with a much greater
number showing a significant decrease in anxiety (n=25) than those showing a significant
decrease in anxiety (n=5). However, it is essential to remember that these statistics represent
individual people with personalities and emotions. Whereas looking at the results by item can
prompt the inclusion of items in future studies, the same is not true for students, because each
student counts as an individual.
The decision to present the findings from the semi-structured interviews in the form of
Focus-student Narratives (FSNs) is largely due to this desire to think of the students, not as
group or a trend, but instead as individual learners with attitudes, intentions, and emotions.
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However, it is also important to look at the impacts of the implementation of C-DA in general
terms.
5.2.2 Qualitative Data Related to FLCA
As shown in Chapter 3, the data from the semi-structured interviews was coded for
unfavorable responses and favorable responses to C-DA. Responses related to anxiety figured
prominently in the findings of the interviews. Those items showing an increase in anxiety and a
decrease in anxiety will be discussed here.
Increase in Anxiety by Component. There were many items in the interviews that
seemed to indicate an increase in anxiety from the students’ perspective. The majority of these
items specifically corresponded with one of the three components of C-DA. I feel that by looking
at these items by component, it further elucidates students’ perceptions of C-DA as related to
anxiety. I have divided these items to correspond with the component of C-DA
Collaborative Learning (CL). We will start with Collaborative Learning (CL). When
asked what advice she would give to a friend who was considering taking the course in the
future, one student responded, “If you are used to being lectured then this would be kind of a
shock to you because there isn’t a lot of lecturing.” This student continued, ”But don’t be
afraid.” This piece of advice followed by the caveat indicates a potential source of anxiety from
the class structure itself.
Another student expressed his dislike for the format of the class when he said, “A big
miss of CL is you changing the groups around. For me that was a big issue because ‘Why would
you do that?’” Although this comment is related to grouping concerns, it also appeared to have a
negative impact on the student’s anxiety.
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Also related to the class structure was expressions of anxiety associated with time. There
were four examples of students expressing frustration, dislike, and a feeling of being rushed as a
result of CL. Another student disliked how “some people were totally controlling” in one of his
groups and expressed frustration that one or two members did everything and didn’t ask the other
members of the group for input.
One student commented, “Even when we wanted to be lazy that day, we wanted to make
it seem like we were participating.” I suppose in that case, the student may have had an increase
in anxiety in his effort to try and appear engaged when in all actuality he was not.
Dynamic Assessment (DA). Regarding Dynamic Assessment (DA), there was only one
comment that showed an increase in anxiety. In a discussion of assistance from the instructor
during assessment, one student remarked, “At the beginning of the semester, we were a little
confused.” All other comments about DA as related to anxiety were positive.
Not surprisingly, the component that included the highest number of items indicating an
increase in anxiety was that of Group Evaluation (GE). I further subdivided these comments to
get a clearer indication of where these feelings of anxiety were coming from. Regarding GE in
general terms, one student mentioned their frustration with grade distribution saying, “Even
though group work is distributed it doesn’t mean it’s distributed equally.”
Throughout the semester, the students participated in a minimum of 5 projects that were
completed mostly outside of class and then presented to the class. Toward the end of the
semester, I felt an increase in anxiety in my classes, and therefore eliminated one of the group
projects that I had previously assigned. Two students specifically mentioned this change. One of
them said, “I enjoyed not having two group projects at the latter end of the semester especially
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with finals coming up and a big test at the end.” Although this comment was regarding the
elimination of a project, it clearly shows the pressures students may feel associated with projects.
There were also several comments about Group Evaluation (GE) of group projects. One
student in particular said the following:
I have mixed feelings about getting group grades on group projects. I think everyone
does, because you are dependent on other people and it’s easier to get graded on what
you are doing because…like I’m putting forth as much effort as possible, whereas
someone else may not.
Others expressed their negative response to anxiety from group projects saying, “The group
projects were a little stressful at times.” “We didn’t have time to prepare the debates, and we
were frantic.” “Some of my groups didn’t meet up outside of class, rehearse or anything.” “It
stressed me out that my group didn’t communicate with me about projects.” These comments
illustrate the anxiety associated with group projects.
In my literature review, I discussed the difference between cooperative learning and
collaborative learning (Oxford, 1997), explaining that with C-DA the students ideally participate
in collaborative learning, where the learning occurs in-class with all students contributing as
opposed to cooperative learning where the labor is divided and often occurs outside of the
classroom. It appears to me that much of the anxiety associated with group projects could have
been eliminated if I had held to my resolve to have the learning occur in the classroom. One
student reaffirmed this feeling when she said,
I think that it would be better to have more class time [to prepare for the group projects]
because out of class people have other classes and they have jobs so when you’re in class
you’re in the Spanish mindset.
The structure, frequency, and emphasis of group projects merits a closer look and further
evaluation, especially when considering its contributing role to increased student anxiety.
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Group Evaluation (GE). GE in the form of formal group testing and assessment as a
contributor to increased anxiety was much less prevalent. One student mentioned the
disagreements that occurred during formal group testing. Other negative comments regarding GE
were made: “You have to rely on a lot of other people and that is just really hard for me to do,”
“Knowing that other people affect my grade and I can’t control that is negative,” and “Normally
I’m just used to being by myself and so I just want to be by myself for testing.” These comments
all show an increase in anxiety that invariably will be associated with group testing.
The last area of GE that garnered negative response was clearly the are the students felt
the strongest about. Being awarded group grades on homework assignments was not received
well by my students. One student said it well: “The only think I don’t like is group homework
grade because you can’t force someone to do homework, so that really sucks.” I elected to give a
group homework grade in an attempt to have all aspects of the class be collaborative. However,
in retrospect, I have to agree with one of my students, “Group homework should not be a thing.”
From these student comments, it is clear that C-DA can lead to an increase in anxiety. It
is also clear that some aspects contribute to that increase more than others. The question that
remains then is what parts of C-DA lead to a decrease in anxiety, and does that decrease in
anxiety merit its implementation?
Decrease in Anxiety by Component. We will now look at the students’ perceptions of
C-DA as it contributes to a decrease in anxiety. Once again we will look at student responses in
the context of each component of C-DA.
Collaborative Learning (CL). Several students expressed general positive feelings
associated with CL saying things like “I love the group learning,” and “I think it’s beneficial.”
More specifically, one student explained that due to a lack of confidence in Spanish, CL helped
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her recognize that other students are also self-conscious and struggling. Another student
expressed, “I’m so nervous in general all the time and [CL] was way better for that.” With the
exceptions of those comments above, the student responses to CL as related to FLCA were
positive.
Dynamic Assessment (DA). As I mentioned, DA was the component of C-DA that the
students seemed to like the best and that seemed to have the greatest impact on lessening FLCA.
Of the 22 mentions of DA in the interviews as related to FLCA, 21 of them were positive
emotional responses and indicative of a reduction in anxiety. One student talking about how she
felt with DA responded, “Way less nervous,” and another said, “It just makes me feel better.”
More specifically one student expressed,
It’s like the self-consciousness is gone, so if you go around and like point out what we’re
like missing, because a lot of it we know, we like know how to do it, but we just forget
because we are concentrating on something else on the test, and it just slips our mind.
When I hear comments like this one, it makes me wonder how many of the mistakes our students
make are not indicative of their understanding, learning, or development but are instead
indicative of their anxiety or discomfort while testing. As an instructor, I prefer a vision of what
my students can do with a little help than what they can do on their own under pressure.
The comment by a student, “It’s nice to have someone go, ‘You made this silly mistake,’
and I know that, but I just didn’t catch that,” reaffirms to me the benefits of DA both from a
teacher’s perspective as well as from a learner’s perspective. To sum up many of the students’
responses, one said, “I think DA is awesome!”
Group Evaluation (GE). In contrast with DA, GE was probably the least favored
component of C-DA. Nonetheless, there were some positive responses related to GE. One
student said, “GE is kind of nice because work is distributed and it lessens the work load.”
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Similarly, another student explained, “I prefer a group grade because everyone is putting forth
as much effort as possible because we’re all in the same boat.”
Related to group projects, there were also some positive responses. One student
explained, “I felt the group projects helped quite a bit.” and another student explained another
positive aspect of group projects, “I felt like doing a group project and having a group grade
helped me get closer to my classmates and study more efficiently with them.” These positive
responses to group projects reaffirms my resolve to continue using them but allot more class time
for their preparation and decrease the number required during the semester.
Regarding formal group testing, one student said, “There was less pressure.” If my goal
was to reduce anxiety, obviously for at least this student, formal group testing alleviated some
anxiety. One comment by a student that at face value appeared to be negative, but in the light of
reducing anxiety could be interpreted positively was, “[During group testing] I might depend on
other classmates to carry some of the loads that are my weaknesses.” Although from a language
acquisition standpoint, this comment may appear to be negative, it also seems to indicate a
reduction in anxiety associated with group testing.
On a similar vein, one student mentioned that they did not worry about their personal
homework grade, only about the group homework grade; and yet another mentioned that she
heard of groups where students were doing the homework assignments for their group members
to avoid a lower group homework grade. Both of these cases, although not ideal learning
situations, do have potential of lowering anxiety.
5.2.3 Triangulation of FLCA Results and Findings
The information gathered from the interviews clearly shed light and added context to the
results from the pre- and post-course FLCAS. First, it showed that although there was a clear
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reduction of anxiety with the implementation of C-DA as demonstrated in the pair-wise t-tests,
there were aspects of its implementation that clearly contributed to an increase in anxiety.
Additionally, the interviews highlighted areas that should probably be adapted in future
implementation of C-DA.
The matrix in Figure 20 shows the numbers of comments made by the students related to
FLCA and divided by component. Although numbers do not represent magnitude of change in
anxiety, this figure does show patterns that bear recognition and further examination. For
example, from this figure it is clear that DA was a more favored component of C-DA. The figure
also indicates that there are aspects of CL that contribute to both an increase and a decrease in
FLCA. Additionally, from this figure, there appears to be more anxiety associated with group
evaluation than with the other components. Although this does not come as a surprise, it does
indicate adjustments that could be made to C-DA to possibly attain an even greater reduction in
anxiety.

CL

DA

Projects

GE

Tests

Homework

Increase
Decrease

Figure 20. References to Anxiety Changes by Component of C-DA
References to Anxiety Changes by Component of C-DA
5.3 Question 3: What are students’ perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom?
In Chapter 4, we looked at individual student responses to the elements of C-DA. This
was with the intention that the individual student not be lost in the research. As each student
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responds differently, it is important to look at the students as individuals. However, here we will
look at both the unfavorable as well as the favorable responses of the students to C-DA. We will
start with the unfavorable responses.
5.3.1 Unfavorable Student Responses to C-DA
In addition to the unfavorable student responses related to FLCA that are discussed above
as related to FLCA, the unfavorable responses from the students regarding the implementation of
C-DA were divided into 5 additional categories: 1) lack of lectures, 2) social concerns, 3)
grouping concerns, 4) inequity of grades and free loading, and 5) too much work—too little time.
These are shown in Figure 21. I will discuss each of these concerns adding examples from the
interviews.

Unfavorable Responses
Lack of Lectures (11)
Social Concerns (17)
Grouping Concerns (9)
Inequity of Grades & Free Loading (13)
Too Much Work...Too Little Time (5)
Figure 21. Unfavorable Responses to C-DA
Unfavorable Responses to C-DA
Lack of Lectures. In the semi-structured interviews, student concern regarding lack of
lectures was mentioned 11 times. This could be due in part to the fact that one of my questions
specifically asked for a comparison of our classroom setting to a lecture style classroom;
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however, several students mentioned their preference for lectures prior to my asking specifically
about it.
The consensus of the students seemed to be that they would prefer a mix of lecture style
learning with collaborative, group learning. Natalie was representative of most of the students
when she said,
I would have liked more of a mix. I don’t want all lecture or all group. I like the days that
you did lecture. I was very thankful because it’s hard to teach myself the concepts, so I
would have liked even a short lecture before we did the group work.
Lisa explained that she missed lectures because she likes taking notes because as she said “I
think I thrive whenever I’m taking notes and that’s what really helps me.”
Natalie further explained that she felt that sometimes it took longer to do group work
because we did not have a lecture beforehand. “We were trying to figure [the material] out
before we could even get started on it and it always felt like we were rushing.”
Sarah further elucidated student response to the lack of lecture as follows:
A mix of both [lecture and group work] would be most beneficial because I felt like, when
you introduced concepts, when you gave a short little lecture beforehand… I truly
understand the concepts. [When] we go into the group work I don’t know if I’m doing
them correctly, and maybe the other people in my group are also doing it wrong. So, I
feel like introducing the concepts briefly and then doing group work is best.
After reading my students’ responses, I have determined that the addition of a short lecture
during the first few minutes of class could be a positive added element to C-DA. This would in
nowise eliminate the element of CL, but it may serve to accelerate learning and allay student
concerns.
Interestingly, Kristin expressed no concern about the lack of a lecture. In my interview
with her, I said, “I’ve had a couple of people mention that they were worried sometimes because
I didn’t do a lecture. Is that a concern of yours? She responded:
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Not really because you were always in the class and if we needed help you would come
over and you would explain it really quick and you would have like little papers that
explained things and if I needed help I could just look at that or ask you.
Kristin’s response was what I believed the students would experience and see; however, the
consensus in the class seems to be that they prefer at least a short lecture to introduce new
material.
Social Concerns. The next category of unfavorable student responses is related to social
concerns. These items are associated with the inevitable personality differences, levels of
motivation, background experiences and other potential struggles when people work
collaboratively.
If you recall from Eric’s FSN, he was taking this course in his last semester of school as a
final requirement for graduation. He expressed, “Some of the groups were really hard, you just
had some people that were totally controlling.” Ben also mentioned personality difficulties when
he said, “A bad group to me is a group that doesn’t communicate. That doesn’t try.” He went on
to say that it matters much less the knowledge a group member brings than their willingness to
contribute. Returning to Eric, he unapologetically said, “I don’t want to come to class to make
friends and hang out with these people after school. I just want to graduate.”
Obviously, in a class that is structured around CL, the individual personalities of the
group members is an element that needs to be considered. Although these potential personality
differences do not merit abandonment of C-DA, it is important to be aware of the range of
students in the classroom and try to mediate difficulties where possible.
Grouping Concerns. Although closely related to the above-mentioned social concerns,
in my coding of the data, I found that additionally, concerns arose related to the method,
structure, and timing of group formation. As a reminder, throughout each semester, each student
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was assigned to three different groups of three to five students that corresponded with the three
units covered during the semester. The group assignments were made based on different
assessments of the students and an attempt was made to have a wide range of student levels in
each grouping. An attempt was also made to have the groupings include different combinations
of students each unit. The majority of the new groupings started on the day of summative
evaluation in an attempt to encourage all students to prepare equally for the exams and not divide
the labor.
From my perspective, this pre-determined grouping functioned well and was effective;
however, several students expressed their concern with the way groups changed throughout the
semester. Ben in particular did not like the fact that the groups changed. He was partial to the
first group he was in and did not enjoy the other groups as much. Eric on the other hand did not
like his first two groups, but was partial to his last group. Additionally, Lisa was most critical of
switching the groups on the day of the exam and did not like having to acclimate herself to a new
group while worrying about formal assessment.
I recognize the validity of all of these issues. However, I feel that my established pattern
of changing groups throughout the semester is a valid one. In future classrooms, I may consider
the possibility of allowing the students to choose their own groups subsequent to my initial
grouping based on pre-course individual student GPAs.
Inequity of Grades and Free Loading. This is the category that I believed would be one
of highest concern from the students’ perspective. However, this was not exactly the case.
Although there were seven mentions of the possibility of grade inequities in the interviews, five
of those were regarding homework assignments. In an attempt to make everything in the course
collaborative, I decided that I would average students’ individual homework scores together, and
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in addition to their individual homework grade, each member of the group would also receive a
grade representing this average. In hindsight, that was probably not a very good choice on my
part, and I will not continue with that practice in the future. Not surprisingly, the students agreed
with my assessment and expressed dislike for that practice as expressed by Ben when he said,
“The group homework should not be a thing. I think overall it’s hurting more than it’s helping.”
Along that same line, Natalie said, “You don’t want those [homework assignments] to
affect other people’s grades, so I was like always worrying about it. It was never worrying about
my own grade; it was always about others’ grades.” This comment by Natalie indicated that by
receiving a group grade, the students might have been more motivated to do their homework;
however, it also served as a source of anxiety, something I was trying to avoid.
There were only two mentions of group grade concerns outside of the homework
assignments. Lisa explained,
I can see the negative part of [group testing] because I like to know that it will get done,
and so knowing that other people affect my grade and I can’t necessarily control that.
There’s only so much I can control. That part kind of is negative.
In talking about receiving group grades on group projects, Sarah also expressed her concerns:
I have mixed feelings about [getting a group grade on group projects], I think everyone
does, because you are dependent on other people and it’s easier to get graded on what
you are doing because you know like I’m putting forth as much effort as possible,
whereas someone else may not.
Anytime we engage in group assessment and evaluation, we run the risk of inequities occurring.
From my perspective, the decision that has to be made is if the benefits of collaborative learning
through assignments that receive a group assessment outweigh the potential inequities in grades
received. My feeling is that if the students are all found working in their personal ZPDs, this
potential inequity is minimized.
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Interestingly, there was less evidence of student concern of freeloading than I had
anticipated. Sarah expressed that she felt some people took advantage, but added the following
caveat: “You could tell that they were trying but maybe they didn’t come as prepared as
everyone else.” She continued by saying that she was lucky with the groups she was in and
added, “Everyone did very well and you could tell that they were trying. I know I may be the
lucky one in that situation. Some other people were not as lucky.” When I asked her what she
meant, she explained that through the “rumor mill” she had heard of cases where students did
the homework for other members of their groups to avoid a lower grade.
Lisa expressed her concern that she, personally, had the tendency to “free load” when she
said, “I might depend on other classmates to carry some of the loads that are my weaknesses
which is nice but it also leaves some gaps in my learning where I’ve relied on other people.”
(Lisa)
Lisa also related a specific example of a member of her group that participated in free
loading. She explained that when her group created a blog as one of the group projects, there was
a member that “didn’t contribute anything whatsoever.” However, built into the class structure,
the members of each group could determine if a non-participating member of the group received
credit or not for the assignments. Lisa explained, “I didn’t put the group member’s name on [the
assignment] because they didn’t help.”
In this case, although the group member did not contribute, that member also did not
receive credit for the assignment. To me, this experience underscored the importance of giving
the group members some autonomy in deciding grade distribution within the group.
I think it is important here to recognize that all students are working in different ZPDs,
and therefore have different levels of ability at which they can contribute. As an instructor, I find
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it more telling and more important to focus on their willingness to contribute to the group to the
level of their ability than to show that their ability is greater than that of their group members.
Too Much Work…Too Little Time. The last category of unfavorable responses I have
entitled “Too much work…too little time.” Kristin explained, “Some of the classwork we did,
even though we had an hour and a half, it was like, ‘I don’t know how we’re going to get it done
in that time.’” She continued saying, “So, I’m not saying like get rid of class work, but I’m just
saying lessen it just a little bit.”
Sarah mentioned a similar concern when she said, “I felt like we didn’t have enough time
for the debates, and it felt a little rushed and I felt we could have done a little bit better, or be
more prepared for it.” However, she continued saying, “I also felt like doing a group project
and having a group grade helped me get closer to my classmates and study more efficiently with
them.”
As an instructor, I had hoped that the implementation of C-DA would lower classroom
anxiety, but it is clear from both these comments that the amount of work required of the
students in class added to their anxiety levels.
Ben offered a partial solution to this conundrum. He said, “The group projects, first of all
there were way too many, you know if you did cut down on them, there would be more time to
prepare, to do better, because I personally think [some of them] were awful on my end and I
think it’s just we didn’t have time to prepare and we were frantic.” Here Ben offered an obvious
adaptation that would clearly lower classroom anxiety. If learning is more effective when the
students are experiencing less anxiety, eliminating work seems an easy way to lower anxiety. A
careful study of the assigned projects and their perceived benefits is warranted to best benefit the
students in their language acquisition.
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These six categories of unfavorable elements of the implementation of C-DA add clarity
to the method. They also show ways in which the method can be adapted and improved.
5.3.2 Favorable Student Responses to the Implementation of C-DA
That brings us to the favorable responses to the implementation of C-DA. As we already
discussed decrease in anxiety, here we will focus on the five remaining categories: 1) “you’re not
alone,” 2) DA shows what you know, 3) increased learning, 5) help from the instructor, and 6)
all have something to offer.

Favorable Responses
You are not Alone (17)
DA Shows What You Know (8)
Increased Learning (24)
Help From Instructor (17)
All Have Something to Offer (20)
Figure 22. Favorable Responses to C-DA
Favorable Responses to C-DA
You are not Alone. A common sentiment expressed by many of the students
participating in the interviews was that they were not alone. Kristin described it well, “I liked
being in a group setting. I felt like I wasn’t the only one that understood it and if we understood
it, we understood it together. Simultaneous lightbulb effect.”
On a similar vein, Sarah explained group learning as follows:
Because I am not confident in my Spanish at all, it helps knowing that you are with
students that are also not only self-conscious, but you realize that they also are
struggling. In previous classes, you would be the one in the corner [saying] ‘I don’t
understand this but everyone else seems to understand the concepts,’ but when you are in
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the groups, you realize that they are struggling with this too, and I can help with what
they are struggling with and they were able to help with what I was struggling with. It
was a very good transactional little learning environment.
Both Kristin’s and Sarah’s descriptions of C-DA underscore the concept that we all benefit from
working together because we all have strengths and we all have weaknesses. We all can benefit
at times from others acting as the More Knowledgeable Other (MKO) and we all can be the
MKO for others at times. Kristin’s metaphor of a simultaneous lightbulb effect reminds us of the
concept of a group ZPD. That simultaneous lightbulb effect cannot happen in the absence of a
group or in the presence of an actual level of development greater than the level achieved in that
moment.
Lisa expressed that CL gave her the reassurance that she was on the right track and
therefore allowed her to feel more confident knowing “that others are understanding it in the
way I’m understanding it.” This group understanding and group discovery of knowledge seems
to contribute to the next category of favorable responses:” DA shows what you know.”
DA Shows What You Know. The component of C-DA that was received most positively
was that of Dynamic Assessment (DA). It should not come as much of a surprise that in an
assessment situation, students see support from a More Knowledgeable Other (MKO), whether
in the form of the instructor or their classmates, in a positive light. However, individual
assessment is a much more common practice than DA. This traditional way of testing was
vocalized by some of the students. Lisa said,
[DA] is something I haven’t really experienced in my other classes. Definitely not in a
test and in a test it’s only been, ‘Do you think I’m on the right track?’ and the teacher
will kind of beat around the bush to tell you. So I like that you’re straightforward
whenever we’re messing up on something. It’s like a trial and error cause it’s not, you
don’t tell us ‘It should be like this.’ You tell us ‘reexamine this’ and so it gets my wheels
turning.
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Similarly, when Ben was describing testing in his psychology class, he explained why DA could
work in other classes:
Take my psychology class for example. There’s terms in there we have to know. So like
our final was over behavioral disorders. Do you know how many disorders there are?
You get them mixed up a lot. If she would be like, ‘If you remember this case we studied’
you’d be like, ‘I remember.’
Ben continued by speaking about DA in our classroom by saying, “You don’t give the answers,
but you give like hints, or you say ‘Remember what we did on this day’ and I’m like ‘Gosh.
Thank goodness.’” From these two examples, it is evident that in a testing environment, students
often make mistakes that they perhaps would not make if the anxiety associated with the exams
was reduced. For this reason, DA shows what the students really know or at very least are in the
process of developing. Returning to Vygotsky’s definition of the ZPD, it is “the distance between
the actual developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of
potential development as determined through problem-solving under adult guidance, or in
collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).
Increased Learning. One of the more positive benefits associated with the
implementation of C-DA expressed by the students in the interviews was an increase in learning.
When I asked Natalie about the benefits she saw in her life or future from what she had learned,
she responded: “I learned a lot more. I feel like I’m a lot more comfortable. “Kristin explained
that she felt like she was learning while she was being tested when DA was applied: “You never
noticed your mistakes until they were pointed out.” She then continued, “Throughout the class,
we did learn and we did learn from our mistakes and we did learn the right [way].”
I explained earlier how there were several comments regarding an increase in anxiety
regarding the group projects; however, the students also expressed how they had learned from
these projects. Kristin said, “I learn a lot through research. For our first project, I had to
182

research [Hispanic] television [and] I had no idea there were so many telenovelas out there.”
She also expressed how she learned through the debates. She explained, “I think you should
continue the debates because it’s actually a good thing and there’s a lot of research… I learned
new vocab because I did open borders, so I learned a lot of the vocab about that in Spanish.”
I will conclude this section with a quote from Sarah: “I really enjoyed this class. It was
the favorite Spanish class I’ve taken and I feel I learned more than in other Spanish classes I’ve
been in.” Responses like this one from Sarah diminish for me many of the unfavorable responses
about the method. I feel that student enjoyment and language acquisition often go hand in hand
and that is demonstrated by this comment.
Help From the Instructor During Assessment. Another favorable aspect of C-DA
expressed by the students was related to the help they received during assessment from the
instructor. Kristin explained it like this: “You were always in the class and if we needed help you
would come over and you would explain it really quick… If I needed help I could just…ask you.”
Lisa added to this idea by saying, “You’re given a lot of help…from your instructor.” When
asked what kinds of help he got from the instructor, Eric said, “All kinds of help. Even when we
would try to build sentences.”
It is not surprising to me that the students view help from the instructor as favorable,
however these comments make me question why we insist on not helping our students during
assessment or why we try to find ways to “trick” them or make things more difficult for them
during formal assessment. Personally, I agree with Vygotsky that when learning is collaborative,
with peers and also with the instructor, learning and development increase.
All Have Something to Offer. Ben, when talking about what makes a good group and
what makes a bad group explained that everyone has something to offer. He said,
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You know, just because someone doesn’t know doesn’t mean they’re a bad group
member. I think that you cannot know the material but then you can say what’s going on
here and what do I need to do with this project, and we can meet outside of class and we
can text and we can study and pass each other’s notes along. And you know, they can
learn the material and do the best they can on the exam.
Natalie added to this sentiment when she talked about this class related to her future. “I feel like
most of the time you have to work together, especially with people that you don’t like, and [this
class] helps with that.” Lisa expressed similar feelings when she said,
[This class] definitely helps with learning how to work with people, of all demographics
because you’re switched with everybody and you don’t pick your groups and so you’re
forced to learn how to collaborate and how to disagree. You learn how to interact with
people in a way that’s different than just in a class because when you’re in a group and
you’re forced to work with other people because your grade’s dependent on it, it is pretty
authentic to real world situations.
Even Eric, when describing his first group said, “Some of the groups were really hard, you just
had some people that were totally controlling,” but then followed up later by saying, “I liked it
though. I think it was a good experience. Definitely more like the real world.”
5.3.3 Summary of Student Perceptions of C-DA
From this review of the perceived unfavorable and favorable aspects of C-DA, it is clear
that there is a fair level of both. Starting with anxiety, although more students experienced a
decrease in anxiety that does not in any way discount those that experienced an increase. In
future application of C-DA it will be interesting to note if adjustments to its structure by way of
1) decreasing the number of group projects required, 2) increasing the amount of class time
devoted to group project, 3) eliminating group homework grades, and 4) allowing students to
contribute to group selection would impact FLCA.
The student perceived favorable aspects of C-DA certainly merit its continued use and
further research in the L2 classroom. The students’ feelings of solidarity resulting from CL, the
positive response to DA in both formative and summative settings, the perceived increase of
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learning, and an understanding of the ability to work with a diverse group of people in any
setting all confirm the beneficial aspects of C-DA. In summary, although not all student
perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom were positive, information garnered from this study
can positively influence the field of L2 acquisition.
5.4 Conclusions
The implementation of C-DA in the L2 classroom shows promise as a method of
applying Vygotskian SCT. Returning to Chapter 2, with the melding of the three primary
components of C-DA: Collaborative Learning (CL), Dynamic Assessment (DA), and Group
Evaluation (GE) in all aspects of learning, the reduction of anxiety over time is suggested for a
significant proportion of learners. Students participating in C-DA have a generally positive
perception about it and many express a general reduction in anxiety with its application. Student
perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom are both positive and negative. The findings from the
interviews suggest some adaptation of the practice of C-DA; however, they also merit future
study as well as continuation of its practice.
5.4.1 Implications for Practice
The present study suggests that the interweaving of CL, DA, and GE in C-DA has
potential benefits in a variety of settings where L2s instruction occurs. The adaptable, dynamic
application of these components may serve as a beneficial vehicle to improve L2 instruction and
acquisition. Although the setting of this study was a university intermediate Spanish classroom,
the methods discussed herein may be adapted for learners of all languages and of all ages.
Additionally, this model could be applied to subjects outside of L2 acquisition.
Analysis of the both the quantitative as well as the qualitative data from the study
resulted in several clear adaptations that should be made to C-DA as implemented. As a
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practitioner, I will continue to employ many of the aspects developed in this study. CL is a
powerful tool that I will increasingly employ in my teaching. In the past, in my classrooms, CL
consisted primarily of activities performed in pairs or small groups after a lecture. I found in this
study that allowing the students to actually learn in small groups as they negotiate meanings and
new concepts together is more effective. Nonetheless, due to many comments by the students I
interviewed, I plan to include a short lecture accompanying exposure to new structures or units.
These lectures will not include spot checks of student understanding as those will be conducted
after the students begin work in their small groups.
Regarding DA, I am in agreement with my students. I love it. I have seen great benefits
and language acquisition potential with the implementation of interactionist DA. I will certainly
continue to assist my students during both formative and summative assessment to recall and
apply those things learned in class.
As far as GE is concerned, I also see power in assigning group work and awarding group
grades. However, I will discontinue the practice of awarding group homework grades. I also plan
to provide time during class for preparation of group projects. Additionally, I plan to reduce the
number of group projects assigned throughout the semester.
As I have stated, the implementation of C-DA is dynamic, meaning that it is always
evolving. Just as with interactionist DA, the application of C-DA will change based on the
classes I teach, the individual members of the classes, as well as the differences I observe in the
group dynamics.
5.4.2 Limitations of Study
The performance of this study at a mid-sized regional public university with a limited
sample size of only 64 participants, although showing promise, is also very limited. Additionally,
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when the researcher is also serving the role of instructor there is potential of inherent bias. A
third limitation is related to the dynamic yet adaptable nature of the implementation of C-DA
itself. Because an interactionist approach to DA was taken, the reproducibility of the study is
also limited. The very nature of Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment is an evolving process and
not a static framework, experiencing frequent adaptations that result from not only the changes in
the instructor, but also the changes in students and student groupings as well. Because of these
limitations, a further-reaching broader study of the implementation of C-DA would prove
difficult.
It is important for me to acknowledge here that being both the instructor of the course and
the researcher presents a level of bias that cannot be ignored. I recognize that my interpretations
of everything I observed and experienced is colored by my life experiences, my culture, my
background, and to an even greater extent to my relationship with each of my students. As
Werner Heisenberg stated, “We have to remember that what we observe is not nature herself, but
nature exposed to our method of questioning” (1958). In the case of this study, I not only
observed, but also interacted closely with my students and formed relationships with them in the
process. Because this bias cannot be removed, or overlooked, I acknowledge it here. I did
attempt to limit my level of bias by looking at all sides of the questions, but returning to
Heisenberg’s quote, even my method of questioning is fraught with bias.
5.4.3 Recommendations for Future Research
As I explained in Chapter 1, my dissertation project was a clear example of emerging
research. As a fledgling researcher, I frequently found myself thinking that I was not doing
enough: I was not collecting enough data, I was not including enough variables, I was not
looking at my students from enough different angles, etc. I frequently found myself questioning
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how I would ever be able to write an entire dissertation based on the data I was collecting. That
attitude proved to be troublesome when I attempted the final write-up of my research, and until I
had sufficiently narrowed my focus, it made it nearly impossible. Even today, as I am finishing
my final edits, I recognize that further narrowing would probably result in a more cohesive,
manageable study.
With that in mind, although the overly ambitious nature of my original design created
difficulty in my dissertation itself, it simultaneously provided me with a plethora of future
projects. Here I will include nine of the potential projects that are in various states of completion
that I plan to write up and submit for publication.
The first article I plan to write is on Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment. In this article, I
will answer the following questions: What is Collaborative-Dynamic Assessment (C-DA)? What
is its place Vygotskian Sociocultural Theory (SCT) applied in the Second Language (L2)
classroom? How is it implemented? This would primarily be a qualitative study based on
classroom observations, personal memos, and student interviews. Much of this research is
included in my dissertation.
The second article I plan to write is on C-DA’s impact on Foreign Language Classroom
Anxiety (FLCA). In this article, I will answer the question “How does C-DA impact FLCA?” It
will be a mixed methods study based on the results of the FLCAS (Horwitz, 1986) (or an
adaptation of that instrument based on my findings in my dissertation) and on semi-structured
interviews with students. As with the first article, much of this research is included in my
dissertation.
The third article I plan to write is on formal group testing as a component of C-DA. In
this article, I will answer the following questions: What is Formal Group Testing (FGT)? How is
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it applied in the L2 classroom? What are the results? What are the issues related to FGT? This
will be a mixed methods study based on the results of the Post Exam Group Testing
Questionnaire (PEGTQ) as developed for my dissertation and on student interviews. Much of
this research is also included in my dissertation.
The fourth article I plan to write is on student perceptions of C-DA. It will answer the
question, “What are student perceptions of C-DA in the L2 classroom?” It will be a mixed
methods study based on the FLCAS, the PEGTQ, and student interviews. Again, much of this
study is included in my dissertation.
The fifth article I plan to write, although alluded to in my dissertation, was not
specifically addressed. It will address the issues related to the implementation of C-DA in the L2
classroom. It will answer the question “What are some of the issues related to the
implementation of C-DA in the L2 classroom from the teacher’s perspective and the students’
perspective?” This was one of my original dissertation research questions that I eliminated in an
attempt to narrow my focus. There were several issues that emerged as I implemented the
practice of C-DA including the potential of grade inflation, the possibility of student free
loading, problems with student groupings, concerns over group grading, and the absence of a
lecture style-teaching environment. This would be a mixed methods study based on the results
from the PEGTQ, the FLCAS, and another instrument I developed on L2 student motivation.
These results would be combined with the findings from student interviews. Much of this data
has been collected and partially analyzed as part of my dissertation research.
A large portion of the five articles listed above has already been completed as part of my
dissertation. The three articles that follow are related to data collected throughout my dissertation
research but not included in the write up.
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The first of these articles is related to C-DA and L2 acquisition. The research question
this article will answer is “What impact does C-DA have on L2 acquisition?” This would be a
mixed methods study based on the WebCAPE (Larson, 1989) results (WebCAPE is an online L2
proficiency assessment tool that the students in my dissertation research took as a pre-test and a
post-test), the results of the Informal Speaking Proficiency Instrument (iSPi) (the iSPi is a
speaking proficiency scale I developed for my dissertation research), assessment instruments
used in the classroom, and student interviews.
The second of these articles is related to the implementation of C-DA and L2 learning
motivation. It would answer the question, “What impact does C-DA have on L2 learner
motivation? It would also be a mixed methods study based on a motivation instrument I created
and administered to my students as a pre-course survey and a post-course survey. The results of
that instrument would be combined with the findings from student interviews.
The third of these articles would address collaborative writing as a corollary of C-DA. It
would answer the following questions: How is a collaborative writing element implemented in
the L2 classroom? How does collaborative writing influence L2 acquisition? What are student
perceptions of collaborative writing? The data from this study was collected between January
and May of 2020. I collaborated with an English education professor and conducted a mixed
method study on a group of intermediate Spanish university students. We developed an
instrument that was administered as a pre-course and post-course survey and collected six timed
in-class five paragraph essays written in the L2 over a semester. Three of these were written
collaboratively and three were written as individuals. Semi-structured interviews were conducted
with the students by my collaborator in an attempt to lower potential bias from me as their
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instructor. The completed essays are being evaluated based on fluency, type of error, and change
over time. The results and findings of this study look promising.
I am involved in two additional studies related to C-DA and its expansion beyond the L2
classroom. The first of these is a study conducted in collaboration with a biology professor in a
senior-level university mammalogy course. In this study, a new mammalogy course is being
developed. The questions to be answered in this study are as follows: What does collaborative
learning look like in a university Mammalogy Laboratory? What re students’ perceptions of
collaborative learning? Does the implementation of CL change students’ perceptions of it? As a
component of this course, the students participate in a mammalogy lab. The course material is all
completed as individuals, but all elements of the lab portion of the course are completed
collaboratively. A pre-course and a post-course survey of student perceptions of collaborative
learning is administered. Additionally, semi-structured interviews with students are being
conducted. The results and findings of this study will be of particular interest as they extend
beyond the L2 classroom.
A final area of future research related to C-DA is the creation of a digital platform where
C-DA can be applied to online learning in any field. Research has been initiated to discuss the
feasibility of a platform where 1) CL in the form of group discovery of concepts, practice
worksheets, and group projects can be assigned and assessed; 2) DA can be applied through an
array of More Knowledgeable Others (MKOs) that can be discriminately accessed in the form of
videos, web pages, e-books, peers, reference materials, the course instructor, among others to
provide both formative and summative dynamic assessment; and 3) GE in the form of a group
testing platform, self- and peer- assessment instruments including the ability to easily monitor
and select scaffolding tools, making them optionally available to students during formal and
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informal assessment. Although this future research is still in its embryonic stages of
development, it shows promise of great potential.
As can be seen here, there are many avenues available for future research related to the
field of C-DA far beyond the L2 classroom.
In conclusion, I return to Vygotsky’s own words:
Every idea contains some remnant of the individual’s affective relationship to that aspect
of reality which it represents…mak[ing] it possible to see the relationship between the
individual’s needs or inclinations and his thinking. It also allows us to see the opposite
relationship, the relationship that links his thought to the dynamics of behaviour, to the
concrete activity of the personality. (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 48)
As is seen here in this quote, each individual’s emotional inclinations are related to his
thinking. Each individual is different, and needs to be looked at in the context of his or her own
dynamics of behavior and personality. In this study, I not only looked at my students’ needs,
thinking, behavior, and personality in the context of the implementation of C-DA, but I also got a
much clearer understanding of my own needs, thinking, behavior, and personality as a L2
instructor. As a practitioner, I have experienced a welcome evolution in my teaching.
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Appendix B: Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS)

This statement will be added to the FLCAS at the end of the semester:

“Please take this survey again, but this time apply the questions to the format of our class this semester, especially in regards to
GROUP LEARNING, GROUP PROJECTS, GROUP ASSESSMENT, and DYNAMIC ASSESSMENT. Please answer
thoughtfully and honestly. This survey WILL NOT in any way affect your grade. It will be used for research purposes only. Your
responses will remain anonymous.”

207

Appendix C: VanderLaan Post-Exam Survey
Table B2. Participant Exam Feedback – Individual Exam
Chapter Exam #: ___________

ACC 211-Fall Online One, Individual Exam

Participant Exam Feedback: Please provide feedback to your instructor about this exam.
Note: For chapter exams, number 2 & 3 consider how your feelings might have changed since the last exam.
Place an X in the box below the description that best fits you.
Terrible
Poor
Okay
Good
Excellent
How do you
feel you did on
this exam?
A
AB+
B
B93-100
90-29
87-89
83-86
80-82
What do you
think you will
C
CD+
D
F
get on this
73-76
70-72
67-69
60-66
0-59
exam?
Approximately
how many hours
did you spend
studying for this
exam?
What assistance
did you receive in
preparing for this
exam? Check all
that apply.
What, do you
think, would have
helped you to be
more successful
on this exam?
Have you been
able to take
exams before
with any of these
items? Check all
that apply.

Why do you think
the items in the
last two questions
made you feel
better about the
exam? Check all
that apply.

What are the
benefits of taking
an exam
individually?
Check all that
apply.

Not at all

Less than 2
hours

2-3 Hours

None

Tutoring
Center

Instructor
Face-to-Face

Instructor
Online

Computer

Being able to
work with
other
learners

Computer

Being able to
work with
other
learners

Notes

Notes

Books

Books

3-4 Hours

C+
77-79

4-5 Hours

5+ Hours

Study Group/
Discussion
Board

Other - please
describe

Working with
the instructor

None/Otherplease
describe in the
additional
comments
section below

Working with
the instructor

None/Other please
describe in the
additional
comments
section below

I was able to
discuss and
listen so that I
understood how
to apply the
material better

None/Other please describe
in additional
comments below

I was able to
learn the
material better

I was as anxious
or stressed about
the exam

It made the
exam a better
experience

I felt like I was
active in the
classroom

I really study for
the exam

I believe I really
learn the
material

I am not
distracted by
others ideas or
conversations

The instructor
know I know the
material by
evidence of my
grade

There are no
benefits

Other - please
describe in
additional
comments below

Individual - with
books and notes

In a group - no
books, no notes

In a group with books and
notes

Individually
Online

Group Online

Select your most
Individual - no
preferred method
books, no notes
for taking an
exam.
Additional Comments:
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Appendix C, cont.

Table C2. Participant Exam Feedback - Collaborative Exam
Chapter Exam # ___________
ACC 211-Fall Online Two, Collaborative Exam
Participant Exam Feedback: Please provide feedback to your instructor about this exam. Please complete this survey individually, without
discussion among peers. The focus is how you feel about this exam individually. Note: For chapter exams, number 2, 3, and 4 consider how your
feelings might have changed since the last exam.
Place an X in the box below the description that best fits you.
How do you feel
Terrible
Poor
Okay
Good
Excellent
you did on this
exam?
What do you
think you will get
on this exam?
Approximately
how many hours
did you spend
studying for this
exam?
What assistance
did you receive in
preparing for this
exam? Check all
that apply.
Consider the
collaborative
aspect of this
exam. How do you
feel this impacted
your success on the
exam?
Consider the
differences in
taking an exam
individually versus
collaboratively.
What is your
preference for
taking a
collaborative exam?
What are your
concerns about
taking a
collaborative exam?
Check all that
apply.

What do you like
about collaborative
exams?

What are your
group preferences
for a collaborative
exam? Check all
that apply.
What are your
preferences
regarding groups
size for a
collaborative exam?
Additional Comments:

A
93-100

A
90-29

B+
87-89

B
83-86

B
80-82

C
73-76

C70-72

D+
67-69

D
60-66

F
0-59

2-3 Hours

3-4 Hours

Not at all

Less than 2 hours

4-5 Hours

None

Tutoring Center

Instructor Faceto- Face

Instructor Online

Study Group/
Discussion Board

Not At All - I
would have been
fine on my own

A Little - There
were minor things
that I needed to
talk through and
it may have added
to my
understanding

It helped - I
didn't really
mind the
discussion but I
would have also
been fine on my
own

A lot - This
type of exam
helped me to
better
understand d
the material

Completely - I
feel I really
understand the
material and
have learned how
to apply it

It Is Good - I tend
to prefer this
method

Completely Prefer
- I wish I could
take all of my
exams this way

I won't come
prepared.

It feels like I am
cheating.

I will be assigned a
group grade.

I enjoy working
with others to
solve problems

I feel like I am
actively engaged in
the class

I feel like I
develop a
network of peers
to work with in
the future

Groups change
each exam

Do Not Prefer - I
like to take my
exam individually

Others won't come
prepared.

I learn and
understand the
material better

Its Fine - if that is
what is required
for the class

I will have to do
all of the work.

I don't want to let
the group down so
I prepare more

Either Way Is
Fine - I really
have no
preference

Learners select
their groups

Instructor selects
groups randomly.

Instructor selects
groups based on
ability

Groups are
randomly selected

2 people

3 people

4 people

5 people
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C+
77-79

5+ Hours

Other - please
describe

Other - please
describe in
additional
comments below

Other - please
describe in
additional
comments below

Groups remain
the same all
semester

Appendix D: Post-Exam Group Testing Questionnaire (PEGTQ)

POST EXAM RESEARCH SURVEY (COLLABORATIVE): EXAM #
________
Age:  18 to 22  23 to 28  29 or older
Year in School:  Freshman Sophomore  Junior  Senior
Previous Spanish Experience (Mark all that apply):
 1 to 2 years in High School  3 or more years High School  2 or more semesters of Spanish in College
 Lived in a Spanish speaking country for 1 month or longer  Have family that speak Spanish as first language
Why did you take this class?
 Required for my major  I am majoring in Spanish  I am minoring in Spanish  I want to learn the language
 Other: (specify)
Do you have friends or family members that speak Spanish? Please elaborate.

Have you spent any time in a Spanish speaking country? Please elaborate.

How do you see yourself using Spanish in the future?

Of the following, what do you feel are your greatest strengths in Spanish:
 Vocabulary  Structures (Rules, Verbs, etc.)  Writing  Reading  Understanding  Speaking
 Other: (specify)
Of the following, what do you feel is your greatest weakness in Spanish:
 Vocabulary  Structures (Rules, Verbs, etc.)  Writing  Reading  Understanding  Speaking
 Other: (specify)
ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AS THEY PERTAIN TO EXAM 3 THAT WE TOOK IN CLASS LAST
WEEK:
How do you feel you did on this exam?
 Very well
 Well
 Average
 Poorly
 Very poorly
What do you think you will get on this exam?
A
B
C
D
F
Approximately how many hours did you spend studying for this exam?
 5 or more
4
3
2
1
 Less than 1
What do you feel best helped you prepare for this exam?
 Study group
 In-class work
 My Spanish Lab
 Textbook
Handouts
 Group
projects
 Other: (specify)
What do you think would have helped you to be more successful on this exam? Mark all that apply.
 Use of notes
 Use of book
 Use of phone
 Working in groups
 Other: (specify)
Have you been able to take exams before with any of these items? Mark all that apply.
 Notes
 Textbook
 Computer/phone
 Work with classmates
 Other: (specify)
What are the benefits of taking an exam individually? Mark all that apply.
 I really study  I believe I
 I am not distracted
 The instructor knows I
for the exam
really learn
by others’ ideas or
know the material as
the
conversation
evidenced by my grade
material
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 Help from Instructor

 There are
no benefits

 Other:
(specify)

Appendix D, cont.
What are the benefits of taking an exam with other students? Mark all that apply.
 I learn from
 I feel less anxious
 Someone else
 I can discuss and
 There are
 Other:
my peers as I
or stressed about
can look at my
negotiate possible
no
(specify)
take the exam
the exam
work
answers
benefits.
What are the disadvantages to taking an exam with other students? Mark all that apply.
 I don’t prepare as
 I don’t know if I
 Some students take advantage  I second guess my
 Other:
well because I know
have really learned
by not preparing and “free
answers and what
(specify)
I can rely on my
the material
loading”
I think I know
peers
What are the benefits of taking an exam with the help of the instructor? Mark all that apply.
 I learn as I take
 I feel less
 I can ask questions and receive
 I feel free to ask for
 Other:
the exam
anxious
help if I am confused
clarification
(specify)
Select your preferred method for taking an exam.
 Individually with no books,  Individually with  In a group with no
 In a group with
 Other:
notes, or help from peers
books and notes
books or notes
books and notes
(specify)
Consider the collaborative aspect of this exam. How do you feel this impacted your success on the exam?
 Not at all. I
 A little. I didn’t
 It helped. There were
 A lot. This type of
 Completely. I feel
would have
really mind the
some things that I
exam helped me to
I really
been fine on
discussion but I
needed to talk through
better understand the
understood the
my own
would have also
and it added to my
material.
material and have
been fine on my
understanding.
learned how to
own.
apply it.
What is your preference for taking a collaborative exam as opposed to an individual exam?
 I prefer to take  It is fine if that
 I have no
 It is good. I
 I completely prefer this
 Other:
my exam
is what is
preference.
tend to prefer
method. I wish I could
(specify)
individually.
required for the
this method.
take all of my exams
class.
this way.
What are your concerns about taking a collaborative exam? Mark all that apply.
 Others won't come
 I will have to do
 I won't come
 It feels like I  I will be
 Other:
prepared.
all of the work.
prepared
am cheating
assigned a
(specify)
group grade.
What do you like about collaborative exams? Mark all that apply.
 I learn and
 I don't want to
 I enjoy working
 I feel like I am  I feel like I develop  Other:
understand the
let the group
with others to
actively
a network of peers
(specify)
material better.
down so I
solve problems.
engaged in the
to work with in
prepare more.
class.
the future.
What are your group preferences for a collaborative exam? Mark all that apply.
 Learners select
 Instructor selects
 Instructor selects groups
 Groups change
 Groups remain
their groups.
groups randomly.
based on ability
each exam.
the same all
semester.
What are your preferences regarding group size for a collaborative exam
 5 or more
4
3
2
 No preference

Adapted from Practicing Accounting Profession Criterial Skills in the Classroom: A Study of Collaborative Testing
and the Impact on Final Exam Scores Ski R. VanderLaan Janet Lessner, Ph.D., Faculty Mentor and Chair
Joshua Fischer, Ph.D., Committee Member Jason Ward, Ed.D., Committee Member Barbara Butts Williams,
Ph.D., Dean, School of Education. A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the
Degree Doctor of Philosophy Capella University. (2010), (June).

Comments:
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POST EXAM RESEARCH SURVEY (INDIVIDUAL): EXAM # ________
How do you feel you did on this exam?
 Very well
 Well
 Average
 Poorly
What do you think you will get on this exam?
A
B
C
D
Approximately how many hours did you spend studying for this exam?
 5 or more
4
3
2
1
What do you feel best helped you prepare for this exam?
 Study group
 In-class work
 My Spanish Lab
 Textbook
Handouts
 Other: (specify)

 Very poorly
F
 Less than 1
 Group projects

What do you think would have helped you to be more successful on this exam? Mark all that apply.
 Use of notes
 Use of book
 Use of phone
 Working in groups
 Other: (specify)
Have you been able to take exams before with any of these items? Mark all that apply.
 Notes
 Textbook
 Computer/phone
 Work with classmates
 Other: (specify)

 Help from Instructor

What are the benefits of taking an exam individually? Mark all that apply.
 I really
 I believe I
 I am not distracted
 The instructor knows I
 There are no  Other:
study for
really learn
by others’ ideas or
know the material as
benefits
(specify)
the exam
the material
conversation
evidenced by my grade
What are the benefits of taking an exam with other students? Mark all that apply.
 I learn from
 I feel less anxious
 Someone else
 I can discuss and
 There are no  Other:
my peers as
or stressed about
can look at my
negotiate possible
benefits.
(specify)
I take the
the exam
work
answers
exam
What are the disadvantages to taking an exam with other students? Mark all that apply.
 I don’t prepare as
 I don’t know if I
 Some students take advantage
 I second guess my
 Other:
well because I
have really learned
by not preparing and “free
answers and what I
(specify)
know I can rely
the material
loading”
think I know
on my peers
What are the benefits of taking an exam with the help of the instructor? Mark all that apply.
 I learn as I take
 I feel less
 I can ask questions and receive
 I feel free to ask for
 Other:
the exam
anxious
help if I am confused
clarification
(specify)
Select your preferred method for taking an exam.
 Individually with no
 Individually with  In a group with no
 In a group with books  Other:
books, notes, or help
books and notes
books or notes
and notes
(specify)
from peers

Adapted from Practicing Accounting Profession Criterial Skills in the Classroom: A Study of Collaborative Testing
and the Impact on Final Exam Scores Ski R. VanderLaan Janet Lessner, Ph.D., Faculty Mentor and Chair
Joshua Fischer, Ph.D., Committee Member Jason Ward, Ed.D., Committee Member Barbara Butts Williams,
Ph.D., Dean, School of Education. A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the
Degree Doctor of Philosophy Capella University. (2010), (June).

Comments:
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Appendix E: iSPi Descriptors and Comparison with ACTFL Ratings

Low
Mid
High

ISPI Ratings

Description
Cannot speak or understand the language. May know a few borrowed words or
fixed expressions in the target language.

Non Speaker

Can perform some tasks at
Intermediate level but cannot
sustain. Conversation restricted
to a few predictable topics, i.e.
personal info, objects, activities,
preference, survival. Can ask
some questions. Learned phrases
or recombinations. Influence
from L1. Not able to sustain
sentence-level discourse.

Emerging
Occasionally able to speak candidly but cannot sustain candid conversation.
High
Developing greater adaptability with language
TRANSITIONING: Language development is transitioning into more authentic speech. With familiar
topics, speech is less inhibited and more candid. Speaker demonstrates limited use of tenses in
addition to present. Vocabulary base is expanding to include less familiar topics. Mistakes are
common and sustained conversation is infrequent.
Transitioning With familiar topics, has ability to Can use several tenses with some accuracy
Low
Transitioning Mistakes are becoming less common. Still frequent use of learned phrases and
constructs but adaptability is increasing
Mid

Successfully handle limited
uncomplicated communicative
tasks. Restricted to concrete
exchanges. Self, family, daily
activities, preferences, ordering
food, simple purchases. Can
maintain (but barely) functions
of intermediate level. Combine
what they know and what they
hear. Hesitancy and inaccuracy.
Pauses. Influence from L1

Transitioning Mistakes are less common and ability to have a sustained conversation is increasing
High
EXPANDING: Language is expanding as vocabulary increases to more abstract and less familiar
topics. Speaker is comfortable engaging in dialogue with others that are accustomed to speaking
with language learners of the target language. With familiar topics, speaker can sustain
communication and makes less frequent errors in frequently used tenses. Speaks with frequent
pauses and some influence from L1
Language is expanding both with structures and vocabulary
Expanding

BEGINNING: Most of the language used is memorized or imitated. There is little creation with the
language.
Beginning
Knows less than 25 memorized words and phrases. Little or no ability to create with
Low
the target language. Can answer a few “fixed” questions with “fixed” answers.
Beginning
Knows about 100 memorized words and phrases. Can ask approximately 10 fixed
Mid
questions and answer approximately 20 fixed questions with some accuracy.
Several isolated words.
Beginning
Growing vocabulary. Some limited conversation using memorized phrases. Some
Memorized phrases limited by
High
memorized questions.
context where language learned. EMERGING: Language development is emerging. Speaker demonstrates ability to adapt and
Search for simple vocab. Two or
recombine memorized words and phrases. Language is less forced. Vocabulary about familiar topics
three word answers. Stock
such as school, home, family, friends, and work is expanding. Nearly all conversation is in present
answers. Can be understood with tense.
difficulty. Can’t function in
Ability to have a simple conversation with learned phrases. Vocabulary limited to
intermediate range.
Emerging
items familiar to the speaker like family, work, daily routine. Frequent breakdown of
Low
speech and inability to sustain a longer conversation in these items. Inability to
answer unexpected questions with unfamiliar vocabulary.
Limited ability to adapt learned phrases interchanging structures and vocabulary.
Emerging Mid

Low

Expanding
Mid

Can occasionally use most tenses but not always correctly or for an extended period
of time

Mid

Low

Summary Description
No real functional ability.
Unintelligible. Greetings,
identity, familiar objects. No true
conversation

Variety of uncomplicated
Starting to show evidence of a conversing level with frequent breakdowns
Expanding
communicative tasks. Predictable
High
and concrete exchanges. Can ask
CONVERSING: Language is comfortable and fluid. Speaker can speak about a large number of topics,
a variety of questions. Limited
performance at Advanced Level. including unfamiliar ones. Although there may be influences from L1, they seldom interfere with
At ease performing intermediate communication of ideas.
Ability to talk about some unfamiliar topics. L1 influence is still evident but does not
level tasks. Limitations in
Conversing
frequently interfere with communication.
vocabulary,
Low

High

Intermediate: Ability to create with the language when talking about familiar topics related to
their daily life. Recombine learned material in order to express personal meanings. Can ask
simple questions. Produce sentence-level language typically in present time. Can be understood.

Novice: Can communicate short messages on highly predictable everyday topics that affect
them directly. Do so through use of isolated words and phrases that have been
encountered, memorized and recalled. May be difficult to understand.

ACTFL Ratings

Converse with ease and
confidence when dealing with
routine tasks and social
situations related to work,
school, recreation, interests, etc.
Can function at Advanced level
but cannot sustain. Understood
by native speakers. Still have
interference from another
language. Has some breakdowns.
Respond reactively (answer
questions…)

Conversing
Mid

Conversing
High

Can have a conversation with most speakers of L2 with little difficulty. With
unfamiliar topics there is still occasional breakdown of language.

Ability to have an extended conversation with most people about familiar topics.
Can use many tenses with minimal errors. Although there are still evidences of L1
influence, they seldom interfere with communication or comprehension. Ability to
adapt language even with unfamiliar topics.

213

Appendix F: In-class Contextual Activity
CAMILA CABELLO EN CONCIERTO

Ganaron un concurso de la universidad por escribir la letra de una canción en español y como premio UAFS les da boletos para un concierto
en Tulsa con Camila Cabello. En camino al concierto hay un tornado y el autobús se mete en un accidente. Nadie muere pero todos sufren
heridos. Porque no pueden asistir al concierto, Camila les visita en la sala de emergencia. Escriban sus sentimientos de ganar el concurso
(usando verbos de emoción), sus pensamientos de los heridos que han sufrido todos (usando verbos de emoción y partes del cuerpo), y
luego una lista de las recomendaciones del médico (usando verbos de influencia), y lo que piensan de conocer a Camila (usando verbos de
influencia y emoción). Asegúrense de usar todos los siguientes verbos.
esperar
lamentar
es una lástima
es cómico
sugerir (e:ie) (e:i)
parecer ridículo (flip)
prohibir
es terrible
molestar (flip)
es necesario
tener miedo (de)
parecer cómico (flip)
temer
es
extraño
decir
(e:i)
agradar
(flip)
preocupar
(flip)
This is an example of a group contextual activity. The instructions say:parecer
“Youinteresante
won a (flip)
sentir
es bueno
encantar (flip)
gustar (flip)
desagradar (flip)
parecer mentira (flip)
contest atesthe
university
for writing the
lyrics to a song
in Spanish and parecer
as a prize,
the
permitir
mejor
es lamentable
rogar (o:ue)
preferir (e:ie) (e:i)
bueno (flip)
gives you tickets
to a concert
in Tulsa
Cabello. estar
On contento
the way
to
es university
malo
es difícil
es una lástima
importar
(flip) withesCamila
(im)probable
(de)
desear
aconsejar
urgente and thequerer
dar miedo (flip)
es ridículo
the concert,
there is aestornado
bus (e:ie)
gets in an accident.
No one dies,
butes triste
ojalá
(e:i)
insistir (en)
enojar (flip)
sorprender (flip)
parecer malo (flip)
everyonepedir
is wounded.
Because you can’t
attend the concert,
Camila visits
you in the
mandar
necesitar
alegrarse (de)
es (im)posible
es importante
recomendar (e:ie)

emergency room.

Write your feelings about winning the contest (using verbs showing emotion included
here), your thoughts about the injuries of your classmates (using verbs of emotion and
body parts), make a list of the recommendations that the doctor gives you (using
verbs of influence, also included here), and finally write about what you think about
meeting Camila (using verbs of emotion and influence). Try to use at least 20 of the
verbs listed below!”
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Appendix G: Group Test
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Appendix H: IRB Consent Form
Research Participant Information and Consent Form
Title of the Study:
Using Vygotskian Theory in the Second Language Classroom
Principal Investigator:
Lynda McClellan, Department of World Languages, University of Arkansas Fort Smith
Description of the Research:
As part of your enrollment in Spanish 2303, Spring semester 2020, you are invited to participate in a research study
applying Vygotskian Theory in the Second Language Classroom. Throughout this course we will be applying
Vygotskian principles including Dynamic Assessment, Activity, and collaborative learning and assessment. The
purpose of this study is to evaluate the use of these principles in the second language classroom and determine if
their use is warranted in future classroom instruction.
What will my participation involve?
You will benefit from this method of classroom instruction whether or not you chose to participate in the research.
If you choose to be a participant in this research, the application of these principles in a second language classroom
will be observed, analyzed and evaluated through observation of the classroom, pretests, posttests, and
audio/visual recording of the class and group projects. If you chose not to participate in this research, the data
collected from your participation will be excluded from any reports, analyses, or published work.
Are there any risks to me?
There are no risks associated with this research study.
Are there any benefits to me?
You will benefit from the application of Vygotskian Theory in the classroom. You will also be helping contribute to
further research in the area of Second Language Acquisition.
How will my confidentiality be protected?
Pseudonyms will be used for all participants in the study. Any identifying features on any work will be removed.
Audio and visual recordings will not be published or included in any publicly accessible venues without your prior
written consent.
Right to withdraw
Any student who wishes may withdraw from the study at any time prior to publication of the results of the study. If
a student wishes to withdraw from the study, all the information and statistics gathered regarding the student will
be omitted from the study. Simply dropping the course will not constitute withdrawal from the study. To withdraw
from the study, you can contact the Principal Investigator, Lynda McClellan at Lynda.mcclellan@uafs.edu.
Whom should I contact if I have questions?
You may ask any questions about the research at any time. If you have questions about the research at any time,
you should contact the Principal Investigator, Lynda McClellan at (479)788-7973, lynda.mcclellan@uafs.edu.
If you are not satisfied with response of Principal Investigator, have more questions, or want to talk with
someone about your rights as a research participant, you should contact the IRB Office at (479)788-7855. Your
participation is voluntary. If you decide not to participate or to withdraw from the study, it will have no effect
on your grade in this class. Your signature indicates that you have read this consent form, had an opportunity to
ask any questions about your participation in this research, and voluntarily consent to participate. You will
receive a copy of this form for your records.
See attached signature pages.
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Appendix I: E-mail from Dr. Elaine Horwitz
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Appendix J: Semi-structured Interview Questions
Background/demographic questions:
• Why did you take this class?
• Do you have friends or family members that speak Spanish?
• How do you see yourself using Spanish in the future?
• What benefits do you foresee in your future life or employment from what you learned in this class?
• How could this class better meet your future needs?
Experience and behavior questions:
• Tell me about your experience with group learning in Spanish class this semester.
• What were some of the roles you played or parts you took in the groups?
• What different roles did other members of the group play?
Opinion and values questions:
• What are your thoughts about collaborative or group learning?
• What are your thoughts about Group Evaluation?
• What is your opinion about Dynamic Assessment, i.e. assessment where the teacher scaffolds your
learning during formal and formative assessment?
Feeling questions:
• How did you feel about receiving group grades on projects?
• What about group grades on quizzes and exams?
• What about group grades on homework?
Knowledge questions:
• Did the members of the groups contribute equally to the projects?
• Was the division of labor in your groups equitable? How so, or how not?
• How frequently did you meet outside of class with your groups?
• What activities did you participate in outside of class?
• Besides meeting face to face, did you use other methods to communicate? What methods?
• What was your most effective way of communicating with your group members outside of class?
• What kind of help did you receive from the instructor during in-class work?
• What kind of help did you receive from the instructor during quizzes and tests?
Sensory questions:
• What were the benefits of reading the stories from Cuentos que contaban nuestras abuelas outside of
class?
• How could the stories be used for greater benefit in the class?
• What were the benefits of watching telenovelas outside of class?
• How could the telenovelas be used for greater benefit?
Hypothetical questions:
• Suppose you had a friend who was considering taking this course in the future. What advice would you
give him/her to be successful in the class?
Devil’s advocate questions:
• Some people would say that group learning as we experienced it in this class is less beneficial than a
lecture style classroom. How would you respond to them?
Ideal position questions:
• What would be an ideal way to implement group learning in a second language classroom?
• What would be an ideal way to implement Group Evaluation in a second language classroom?
• What about group projects?
Interpretive questions:
• How was the format of this class different from other classes you have taken at the university?
• What are the advantages and disadvantages of the format of this class this semester?
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Appendix K: Code Book and Descriptors

EQUITY

RETIONALE

DYNAMIC ASSESSMENT

COLLABORATE

Preliminary codes:
DESCRIPTION
This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to collaborative
learning, i.e. learning that occurred as a
result of group exploration, discussion,
activities, or assignments.

This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to Dynamic
Assessment, i.e. any formative or
summative assessment where a More
Knowledgeable Other (MKO) either in the
form of the instructor or a fellow student
assisted another student to work in their
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) by
giving hints, reminders, or examples but
not giving specific answers.
This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to the rationale for
language instruction (specifically Spanish
in this case) in the United States and the
benefits of learning Spanish.
This included interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to the equity of
division of labor in collaborative learning
with a particular focus on equitable
division of work on group projects.

SUCCESS

LECTURE

This includes interview comments
specifically pertaining to their feelings
about a lecture style classroom (as
opposed to a classroom where
collaborative learning takes place.)

This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to student success
in the classroom.

EXAMPLE
(Z7) I want you to tell me about your experience in this class with the
group learning that we have done this semester. I do enjoy the group
learning because it allows me to collaborate with other people and that
kind of gives me reassurance that I’m on the right track which is
something that I like to have when I’m working in any subject, and yeah,
it allows me to feel more confident when I know that others are
understanding it in the way I’m understanding it or differently, and you
can have different approaches on it but ultimately it makes me feel more
comfortable with knowing that I’m grasping it.
(M13) What about Dynamic Assessment? It was fantastic. So again, it’s
like the self-consciousness, so if you go around and like point out what
we’re like missing, because a lot of it we know, we like know how to do it,
but we just forget, because we are concentrating on something else on
the test, and we’re like, it just slips our mind.

(J3) How do you see yourself using Spanish in the future? Well, in our
country, in the U.S., it is getting more and more everywhere and you
need to know at least what’s going on, and I think being fluent is one
thing, but then to know well this means that is another. So I think some
comprehension of the language is need for sure.
(J16) In your group projects, did you find the division of labor among the
students in your groups to be equitable? The division of labor was
definitely, we made sure we had equal parts, and communication was
group texts, and we communicated in class, like we would meet, like one
group we would meet at Starbucks over in the campus center so face to
face and group texts
(Z30) Some people would say that group learning as we experienced it in
this class is less beneficial than a lecture style classroom. How would you
respond to them? I could definitely see where they were coming from.
With a lecture style course I’m able to take notes and that is how I study
and I hardly have to like refer to my book or online and I take thorough
notes, and it helps with my memorization because I’m writing it and
that’s what I use. So, with it not being a lecture, it’s mainly you just read,
and you could take notes at home, but when you come to class none of
it’s devoted to your notes or your lecture, so I’m lacking notes and that’s
like a big way that I learn, so I could see why students would react that
way, but I think there’s a way in like an hour fifteen class like if there
could be a 15 minute grammar session, rundown, or a lecture but then
that could go into like more conversation and then you lose more time to
do class assignments so, yeah.
(H5) How could this course have better met your needs? I think maybe
talking, maybe if there had been an assignment to talk to a native
speaker, more, cause I did talk to a native speaker for extra credit at work
so I think like you can really learn a lot from talking to a native speaker,
because my friend she was like well, you could say it that way but that’s a
formal way, but this is the way that we say it so like from a cultural point
of view.
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HOMEWORK

TESTING

PROJECTS

ANXIETY

Appendix K, cont.
This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to student anxiety
in a classroom where collaborative
learning, group testing, and Dynamic
Assessment are implemented.

This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to feelings about
group projects where much of the
collaborative work is done outside of
class.

This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to feelings about
group testing.

This includes interviewee comments
specifically pertaining to students
receiving a group grade on homework
done by individuals outside of class.

(T10) What about Dynamic Assessment? Way less nervous. It’s the same
thing as like you’re going to catch little things. Like even today, I made
that dumb mistake because I forgot to switch it. I always write it out and
then I erase the “ron” and I write “ra” and I just hadn’t erased it and
replaced it yet, so yeah, and that would have been such a silly mistake.
(M11) What about the group testing? So like we would do a group quiz
and three or four people would work together and do the quiz. How did
you feel about that? ¶I truly enjoyed it. I felt like I learned a whole bunch
because like we were able to conference about the whole thing. And
there was less pressure.
(M16) What about the group projects? I enjoy the group projects, I felt
like they helped quite a bit. They were a little stressful at times, I felt like
we didn’t have enough time for the debates, and it felt a little rushed and
I felt we could have done a little bit better, or be more prepared for it,
but I also felt like doing a group project and having a group grade helped
me get closer to my classmates and study more efficiently with them. I
enjoyed not having two group projects at the latter end of the semester,
especially with finals coming up and a big test at the end. I enjoyed having
like one per group instead of two per group.
(T9) What about the group testing? How did you feel about that? Uh, I
liked it almost every test. This last one I feel like I did a little better by
myself, but I wanted to go over the group one anyway, but other than
that, I enjoy it, because I’m always second guessing myself, and I make
silly, dumb mistakes, and it’s so nice to have someone go, “You made this
silly mistake,” and, I know that, but I just didn’t catch it.
(J12) What about the group homework? Okay, so I think you know my
stance on this, but the group homework should not be a thing, because if
you are going to, say you give an assignment and there are four people,
and you know, everyone does their assignment, and one person does it
wrong, or doesn’t understand it, and that may not be their fault, they just
may not have studied enough or looked over the book, I mean they may
have not just looked in the text book or come to you for help, or
something, you know that really lowers the other three that got a
hundred, and it really hurts them. I mean, I think overall it’s hurting more
than it’s helping.

Final Codes of Favorable and Unfavorable Aspects of C-DA

NO LECTURES (11)

DESCRIPTION

EXAMPLE

UNFAVORABLE ASPECTS OF C-DA
One of the most common
(J10) One thing I would have wanted instead of just full
complaints and suggestions
on group learning is maybe group/teacher learning I
from the students was
would want just like 10 minutes. All you would have to do
regarding the lack of lectures. is introduce the topic, and 7 to 10 minutes something like
Nearly every student
that and you’d be like, today we’re learning you know
interviewed specifically
whatever, like preterit, imperfect, okay, you’re on your
mentioned their preference of own, you get to go with your group!
having a short lecture before
group work on a daily basis.

220

GROUP HOMEWORK (5)

GROUP GRADING:
INEQUITY & FREE LOADING
(16)

GROUPING CONCERNS (9)

SOCIAL CONCERNS (17)

Appendix K, cont.
This category refers mostly to
the interaction of students
within the groups. It is related
to personality types, roles
taken by students, and
attitudes toward learning.

Another highly mentioned
concern was that of the
grouping itself, not necessarily
associated with the
personalities, but instead with
the changing of the groups.

This category refers to the
issues of equity of group
grading as well as the
concerns of free loading

Although homework was done
individually, in addition to
receiving an individual grade,
an average of each group
member’s grade was given to
the whole group. This
category includes student’s
expressions of dislike of this
practice.

(R13) You know my only problem with that is, you know I
do like the group learning, I do love that I love learning
with other people and getting their aspect on it their you
know it’s this or its really this, or, but one thing I would
have wanted instead of just full on group learning is
maybe group/teacher learning I would want just like 10
minutes. All you would have to do is introduce the topic,
and 7 to 10 minutes something like that and you’d be
like, today we’re learning you know whatever, like
preterit, imperfect, okay, you’re on your own, you get to
go with your group!
(Z33) I would say that you could still do it the same way,
because, yeah keep small groups, I would change. Rather
than change I think that students should stick with the
same group with which they were given and that they
were working and then after the test they change groups
because then I understand that it leads back to like when
you’re an individual, you have to know what you know
and carry your own workload and not rely on someone
else, but it is also nice to know how someone works in
your group and you to like know you have to rely on
them to be present and it’s kind of hard to like whenever
you walk in and it’s like new groups. So, I would keep the
group and then change it after
(M12) I feel like some people took advantage. But you
could tell that they were trying, but maybe they didn’t
come as prepared as everyone else, but they were still
trying to contribute. I was lucky with some of the groups I
was in. everybody did very well and you could tell that
they were trying. I know I may be the lucky one in that
situation. Some other people were not as lucky.
(Z18) How someone’s homework grade can affect your
homework grade, but the homework is different because
we don’t actually do the homework together, at the time,
so that I think I personally don’t like, because I’m not
necessarily getting a lot of help on my homework so I
wouldn’t expect my grade to affect someone else’s, and
vice versa, it’s individual, so I don’t know how that one is
group or why it is.

221

DA SHOWS WHAT YOU REALLY
KNOW (8)

LOWER ANXIETY
(15)

YOU ARE NOT ALONE (17)

TOO MUCH WORK/NOT ENOUGH TIME (5)

Appendix K, cont.
Several interviewed students
(H29) Some of the classwork we did, even though we had
mentioned that there was not an hour and a half, it was like I don’t know how we’re
enough time in class to
going to get it done in that time. so I’m not saying like get
complete the in-class
rid of class work, but I’m just saying lessen it just a little
assignments. Although there
bit. Like that one time when we had to go around the
was no rule indicating that the room and make sentences, everyone was everywhere,
work had to be done during
and even though it was just a simple thing, it took forever
class time, because it was
because we had to go.
collaborative work, many
student felt it needed to be
completed during class. This
category shows those
responses.
FAVORABLE ASPECTS OF C-DA
This category includes those
(M9) I loved the group learning. Because I am not
items where the students
confident in my Spanish it all, it helps knowing that you
expressed that they liked
are with students that are also not only self-conscious,
knowing others were
but you realize that they also are struggling. Because in
struggling the same way they
previous classes, you would be the one in the corner like
were and also learning with
that I don’t understand this but everyone else seems to
them.
understand the concepts, but when you are in the
groups, you realize that they are struggling with this too,
and I can help with what they are struggling with and
they were able to help with what I was struggling with. It
was a very good transactional little learning environment.
This category specifically
(T15) Do you see any other benefits to the group
includes student expression of work?¶Yeah, because usually speaking in front of people
lowering of anxiety
is embarrassing, and if you’ve already had almost
everybody in the class in a group then you’re not
embarrassed any more. Cause your friends now and
you’re not embarrassed any more.
This category includes those
(H9) I like it, because obviously there were things that we
items where students
weren’t sure about as a group because Spanish is a hard
acknowledge that DA
language and there are a lot of rules, and there is a lot of
contributes to showing what
stuff and so if we did try to write something and you
they really know as indicated
would come around and say, oh, we haven’t learned that
by Vygotsky’s ZPD
but this is how you do that and it would help us in the
future, or if we did just a little wrong, in another class, we
would have had the whole thing counted as wrong but
now it’s grammatically correct and I did like that

222

HELP FROM
INSTRUCTOR
(17)

LEARNED MORE
(24)

Appendix K, cont.
Items in this category are
indicative of student’s
perceptions that they learn
more with the application of
C-DA
This category includes items
where the students expressed
a positive response to help
from the instructor

ALL KINDS OF LEARNERS (3)

RELY ON OTHERS (20)

This category includes
occasions where the students
expressed the positive nature
of relying on others

Although not included
specifically as a code, this
category bears mentioning.
This includes those mentions
of the positive aspects of
being required to work with
others who are of different
demographics.

(M24) I really enjoyed this class. It was the favorite
Spanish class I’ve taken and I feel I learned more than in
other Spanish classes I’ve been in.

(H18) You were always in the class and if we needed help
you would come over and you would explain it really
quick and you would have like little papers that explained
things and if I needed help I could just look at that or ask
you.
(H16) I think the group learning was beneficial because
like in a normal lecture class where it’s just like one
person, if I was zoning out and I didn’t catch the notes, or
like they called on you, just you and you didn’t feel
confident, so I liked in a group thing there was always
someone in the group that had that information, so like, I
worked late and I didn’t read the stuff last night so could
you give it to me, or like on MSL, send a picture, I don’t
understand this, so send a picture, so I think the whole
anxiety was just my confidence in Spanish, so it wasn’t
anything about the class, it was just myself and making
myself anxious so it was like I’m not really good at
Spanish, and I’m’ in this class, this is so difficult, I can’t
pronounce anything right, it’s just so difficult,
(Z35) It definitely helps with learning how to work with
people, of like all demographics because you’re switched
with everybody and you don’t pick your groups um and
so you’re forced to learn how to collaborate and how to
disagree, and you learn how to interact with people in a
way that’s different in a way that’s different than just in a
class because when you’re in a group and you’re forced
to work with other people, because your grade’s
dependent on it is pretty authentic to real world
situations and that’s definitely an advantage, and a
disadvantage would hmm I mean I don’t know, I named, I
would just go back to like um lecturing and stuff like that.
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